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TITLE VII PROGRAM -- EVALUATION 1985-86
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
AUTHORS: Barbara Yonan, Nancy Schuyler

MAJOR FINDINGS

1. The three program components -- staff training, tutoring, and curriculum
development -- were generally implemented as planned.

2. The staff training component included a series of English-as-a-Second
Language (ESL) endorsement courses; 24 secondary teachers enrolled in the
first two courses offered. Teachers' checklist responses showed
significant improvement in their ability to organize instruction and use
audiovisuals with LEP students.

3. During school year 1985-86, 76 project students were tutored by 48 tutors
in 18 subjects. The five major content areas covered were reading,
language, mathematics, social studies, and science. While both tutored
and nontutored project LEP students made very significant gains on the
Language Assessment Battery (LAB), tu’ored students did not make
significantly greater gains than nontutored students.

4. As part of the curriculum development component in 1985-86:

e Title VII Project purchased a resource collection of multilevel content
area materials for each of the four project schools.

® The first part of the handbook, an annotated bibliography of multilevel
instructional materials, was developed.

5. On the average, project LEP students at Murchison Junior High and Travis
High Schools made significant gains in reading, language, mathematics,
social studies, and science as measured by La Prueba Riverside de
Realizacion en Espafiol (Prueba Riverside).

6. Project objectives were that 85% of the students involved in Title VII
would make gains on the Prueba Riverside, LAB, and Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS)/ Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP). These
objectives were not met.




WHAT IS THE TITLE VII PROGRAM?

Title VII is a federally-funded program designed to improve the English
proficiency and academic achievement of 1imited-English-proficient (LEP)
students. The Austin Independent School District's (AISD) Title VII program
for secondary students was first implemented in 1985-86. It is designed to
enhance the District's regular program for Hispanic LEP students. This
regular program includes:

® Bilingual (English/Spanish) instruction in major content areas for
students of limited English ability (Murchison Junior High only);

® A new self-contained literacy program for recent Hispanic iﬁmigrahts
with limited schooling and English skills (Murchison only);

® English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) instruction, focusing on listening,
speaking, and writing skills ‘for one period a day (all junior and :
senior high schools with LEP students); and

® A new class, Sparish for Native Speakers, providing additional English
instruction and work in translating Spanish to English and vice versa
for limited English speakers (Travis High only).

The 1985-86 Title VII program provided three additional services:
e Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops),
® Student tutoring, and

® Curriculum development.

WHO WAS ELIGIBLE FOR THE 1985-86 PROGRAM?

Four campuses with the greatest concentration of Hispanic LEP students were

served during 1985-86: Murchison Junior High, Anderson High, Johnston High
and Travis High.

LEP students monolingual in Spanish (category A) or dominant in Spanish with
some limited English ability (category B) were eligible for Title VII program
services at each of these campuses.

LEP status is determined by the District's identification procedures in
accordance with TEA and the United States Office for Civil Rights guidelines.
The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) was used to determine language
proficiency and dominance.

A1l Title VII and AISD program services were not available at each campus in
1985-86. The chart on the next page designates services provided by ¢ "pus.




Murcnison Anderson Johnston Travis

Title VI{ Components
1. Staff training X X X X
2. Curriculum development X X X X
3. Tutor Support X ! X
AISD Programs
1. Bilingual content area X

instruction
2. English-as-a-Second Language X X X X

(ESL) instruction
3. Literacy program - X
4. Spanish for Native Speakers ) X

Figure 1. SERVICES PROVIDED TO LIMITED-ENGLISH PRUFICIENT STUDENTS 1985-86.
Title VII and other AJSD program services are reflected at the
four campuses.

1Tutoring was not provided at Anderson during the second semester.

STAFF TRAINING
WHAT IS THE STAFF TRAINING COMPONENT?

Two types of training were available to any teachers interested at the four
campuses.

® Secondary teachers from the four project schools involved in a series
of four ESL endorsement courses, and

® All interested staff and admin® trators at these campuses who were
involved in a series of ESL techniques workshops.

During the first two ESL endorsement courses, 24 secondary teachers at tne
four projects schonls participated. Two more courses will lead to endorsement
certification. Interested staff and administrators at tne four schools were
involved in a series of ESI. techniques workshops.

HOW EFFECTIVE WAS THE STAFF TRAINING COMPOMENT?

At the beginning of the semester, participants in the second ESL endorsement
course were administered Teacher Self-Inventories, developed by the Office of
Research and Evaluation. The self-inventory was a competency checklist on

which teachers rated their ability to apply ESL methodology in the classroom.
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There was a positive pattern of movement in responses between the pre- and
post-surveys (see Figure 2). The means increased for 11 of 12 items.

However, regression analyses revealed these differences in pre- and postrating
means were significant in only two cases. Teachers felt better prepared tc
organize instruction and use audiovisuals to promote LEP student learning
(Items 5 & 9).

To meet the objective, participating teachers needed to master 85% of the
project-related staff development skills presented to them during endorsement
training sessions. In order to measure achievement of the objective, mastery
was defined as agreeing or strongly agreeing with self-inventory statements.

Of the 14 teachers responding, 6 reported feeling competent on 85% (10 of 12)
of the items. Thus, the objective was not met as stated based on this measure.

However, at least 70% of the posttest respondents saw themselves as competent
in working with LEP students in terms of: '

® responding to specific language needs,

e helping students stay on task,

e making content area relevant and useful,

e developing appropriate objectives.
Course grades for the project teachers were also examined. A grade of "A" or
"B" was used as the criterion for mastery. Of the 17 who completed the
course, 10 (58%) met the criterion for staff development skill mastery. This
also does ot provide support for achievement of the objective.
According to these data, project teachers are increasing their ESL instruc-
tional skills after two courses in the projected four course ESL endorsement
series. However, as a group, they did not meet the desired 85% mastery level.

Six workshops were implemented during the second semester of 19§5-86 for
interested educators of the four project sciools.

January 8, 1986 - How to adapt the textbook to .he reading level of the
limited English student

January 22, 1986 - How to design content area lessons for the LEP student
February 5, 1986 - How to unmotivate the LEP student

February 19, 1986 - Prejudisms and stereotyping of LEP students

March 5, 1986 - Madeline Hunter and the LEP student
March 19, 1986 - How to use tutors effectively with LEP students in the
classroom
i
‘ 5
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o N Mean
Item Pre Post Pre Post
1. I feel prepared to teach LEP students. 17 14 3.53 3.86
2. I am comfortable teaching my content 17 13 3.70 4.00
area to LEP.
3. I am able to evoke class participation 14 14 3.86 3.71

of my LEP students.
4, 1 am responsive to LEP students' needs. 16 14 3.44 3.71

5. My present organization of instruction
is adequate to meet the needs of LEP
students. 17 14 2.59 3.57*

6. I can adequately help my LEP students
stay on task. 17 14 3.18 3.86

7. My instruction of the content area is
relevant to and useful for LEP students. 17 14 3.53 4,07

8. I can adequately design objectives
appropriate for the needs of my LEP
students. 17 14 3.65 3.86

6. I can utilize audiovisual equipment
effectively to augment LEP students
learning. 17 14 3.29 4.,07*

10. I employ varied and student-
appropriate evaluation strategies
when assessing my LEP students. 17 14 3.47 3.86

11. In terms of my instructional
objectives, I am able to individualize
activities appropriate for the special
needs and levels of my LEP students. 17 14 3.18 3.57

12. 1 employ a variety of strategies to
clarify instruction {e.g. modeiing,
audiovisual examples, whole group
responses, etc.) 17 14 3.71 3.86

The scale ranged from Strongly Agree (5) to Strongly Disagree (1)
*Items showing statistically significant gains.

Figure 2. COMPARISON OF MEAN GAINS IN ESL METHODOLOGY AS MEASURED BY TEACHER
SELF INVENTORIES. Responses were retained anonymously resulting in
unequal sample samples pre and post.
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TUTORING
WHAT IS THE TUTORING COMPONENT?

University of Texas tutors enrolled in a multicultural education course were
placed with LEP tutees in classes at Murchison and Johnston during the first
semester of school year 1985-86. During the second semester tutors were also
placed at Anderson.

English speaking tutors were able to work with Hispanic LEP students by
adapting and simplifying materials, e.g., with illustrations, note-taking,
clarification of vocabulary, utilization of Spanish/English dictionaries, and
identification of main concepts.

WHO WAS SERVED? IN WHAT SUBJECTS?

During school year 1985-86, 76 project LEP students were tutored by 43 tutors
in eighteen subjects.

® Mathematics ® Reading @ American History
® English e Art o MWorld History

e (Computers ® Government e Geograpay

e Science @ Biology ® Physical Science
® ESL e World Geography ® Texas History

e Social Studies e Algebra ® Earth Science

Some of these students received tutoring in more than one subject. Thus, in a
duplicated count, 122 students were tutored in subjects in the content areas
of reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and science. (See Figure 3

below.)

SUBJECT GROUP FREQUENCY PERCENT

Nontutored 153 90.533

Reading Tutored 16 9.467

Nontutored 118 09.82¢

Language Tutored 51 30.178

Nontutored 149 88.1006

Mathematics| Tutored 20 11.834

Social Nontutored 151 89.349

Studies Tutored 18 10.651

Nontutored 152 89.94!

Science Tutored 17 10.059

Figure 3. BREAKDOWN OF 122 STUDENTS TUTORED
(DUPLICATED COUNT) BY CONTENT AREAS.
Frequency and percent of those tutored

is compared to that of the nontutored.
Total number of LEP students available
to be tutored was 169.

i0
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HOW EFFECTIVE WAS THE TUTOR COMPGNENT?
The effectiveness of the tutor component was measured by student gains on the
Language Assessment Battery (LAB) and the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills/Tests of
Achievement and Proficiency (ITBS/TAP).

LAB

On the LAB, which measures English language skills, both tutored and nontutored
students showed statistically significant gains. However, tutored students

did not gain significantly more than nontutored students; the overall gains of
the tutored students exceeded those of the nontutored by slightly more than

one point. Those who received more tutoring did not necessarily have greater
gains than those with small amounts.

RAW SCORE
e .Pre:est Means
“F /| Posttest neans
1]
G E 54.94
sl 45,84 46.77

Tutored Students Nontutored Studants

Figure 4, COMPARISON OF LAB MEAN SCORES FOR TUTCRED
AND NONTUTORED STUDENTS FOR 1985-86, Gains
of tutored students (N=58) exceeded those of
nontutored (N=65) by slightly more than one
point,

ITBS/TAP

The number of project LEP students who had test scores for both spring, 1985
and spring, 1986 was limited because:

== Many students enrolled in AISD in fall, 1985, and therefore had no
scores for spring, 1985,

-- LEP A and B students are often exempted from taking the ITBS/TAP test
because o limited knowledge of English,

As can be seen in Figure %, the number of tutored LEP students with test
scores was less than 10 except in language. Significance tests were therefore
not done. In language, tutored students made mean gains of ,96 grade
equivalents (GE) in a year, while nontutored students made average gains of
1.60 GE years.

11.
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1985 1986 MEAN
SUBJECT N | MEAN MEAN GAIN
TUTORED
Reading 2 3.95 5.45 1.50
Language 21 4.80 5.76 .96
Mathematics| 7 5.29 7.04 1.76*
Soc.Studiesy 4 | 5.58 8.05 2.48*
Science 2 7.40 8.15 .75
NONTUTORED
Reading 56 | 4.96 5.93 .97
Language 36 4,79 6.39 1.60
Mathematics|51 6.29 7.28 .99
Soc.Studies|53 5.07 6.19 1.12
Science 05 6.90 7.10 .20

Figure 5. ITBS/TAP GRADE EQUIVALENT (GE) GAINS
FOR TUTORED AND NONTUTORED HISPANIC
LEP A & B STUDENTS AT PROJECT
SCHOOLS. Grades 7-12 combined except
for science test (grade 9-12 only).
Social studies is measured by Work
Study Skills (ITBS) and Social
Studies (TAP).

* = Difference between means gains
and reported total gain is due to
rounding off.

Several factors should be considered in interprzting these results.

e Many students scored at the chance level on both the pre- and
posttests. Also, there was great variability in the size of gains made
by individual students.

e The best comparison group available was tutored vs. nontutored students.
However, students were not randomly assigned to be tutored or not. It
appears the lowest achievers were tutored. Therefore, groups are not
as comparable as would be desired.

. 12
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Changes in the tutor component might also enhance effectiveness. The pro¢ram
might consider setting requirements of a minimum i umber c¢i minutes per
individual tutoring session and/or a minimum num.c<r of tutored times per
project student. Some project LEP A and B students were omitted from the data
analysis because they had received less than fifteen minutes of tuioring over
the year. Fovr these students the time spent was probably too short to be
effective. The program may also want to strengthen the training provided to
tutors in ESL instructional strategies, since most do not know Spanish.
Finally, some nonproject students were also served by the tutors. Project
students might receive more sa2rvice if this did not occur.

Teacher Survey

Along with the two objective measures of student achievement, teachers who had
*ytors were also asked about the effec.iveness of the tutor component on the
vistrictwide Su vey in April, 1986. Thev were generally very positive about
tutor impact.

e Of the eight responding teachers, two-thirds (66.6%, N=6) indicated that
students had greatly or somewhat improved their English skills as a
result of working with Title VII tutors. However, two teachers <aid
there was little improvement; one indicated that sha/he saw no
improvement.

® Most of the teachers (88.8%, N=8) indicated that their students had
improved in academic skills as a result of working witn tutors; one said
that she/he saw little improvement.

® Most of the teachers (77.7%, N=7) indicated that their stidents'
attitudes toward learning had greatly or somewhat improved as a result
of working with tutors; two said they saw little impruvement.

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
WHAT IS THE CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT? HOW EFFECTIVE WAS I1?

The third component of AISD's Title VII program was in its early stages in
1985-86. A1l activities will be completed in three years. In this first year,
evaluation consisted of checking on completion of planned activities.

A1l were completed.

e The Title VII Project purchased a resou: cc collection of multilevel
content area materials for each of the four project schools. Books,
kits, and computer software for social studies, math, science, practical
life skills, language arts and ESL a:re included in the collections.

@ Some teachers received the first part of the handbook which is in
preparation--an annotated bibliography of multilevel instructional
materials.

13




HOW EFFECTIVE WAS THE TITLE VII PROGRAN?

The three program components were generally implemented as planned during the
first year of the program, 1985-86. They were designed to impact the English
language acquisition and academic skills of Hispanic project LEP A and B
students. Although these achievement objectives were not met, they may have
been unrealistic criterion for a first year program just being implemented.
Teachers are not yet fully trained, curriculum materials were placed at the
schools late in the year, and all students were not tutored. '

There were some overall objectives that have not been discussed. Achievement
and language proficiency objectives stated that 85% of the participants would
show gains between pre- and posttesting on standardized tests.

e LAB - This objective as stated was not met. Student test results were
examined as a measure of English proficiency. Of the 131 LEP A
and B students with pre- and posttest English LAB scores, 109

(83.2%) made gains on the English LAB; 22 did not. To meet the

objective, three more students would have needed to show gains.

® ITBS - The objective as s:> - was not met. Students who had ITBS/TAP
scores for both 1985 und 1986 were looked at in terms of percentile
gains. The fpercentage showing gains in major test areas was:

Reading 55% Social Studies 57%
Language 72% Science 25%*.
hathematics  62%

*A science test is not given to junior high students as
as part of the ITBS in AISD; therefore these scores could
not be included in this data analysis.

® La Prueba Riverside -- The objectives as stated were not met. La Prueba
Riverside was used as a measure of Spanish language proficiency
and achievement gains.

--Raw score gains of the students who had La Prueba
Riverside pre- and posttest scores ai Murchison and Travis for
1985-86 were examined by subject area. The percentage showing
gains in raw scores was:

Reading 58% Social Studies 57%
Language 58% Science 55%.
Mathematics  64%

It should be note that only 61-65 students had pre- and posttest

scores in each test area. Most scores were well below the 40th
percentile on both the pre- and posttests.

14
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--However, significant overall gains were made by

project LEP A&B students in all subtest areas as can be seen
below:

VARIABLE N MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
Reading 91 1.1429 .0106**
Language 92 .956% 0153*
Mathema.ics 93] 1.4301 . 0004 **
Social Studies 92 .8370 .0494%
Science 921 1.2174 .0023**

Figure 6. LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE RAW SCORE MEAN GAINS.

T-tests were run to check pre- to
posttest gains for significance.

* = Significance at the .05 level of
probability

** = Significance at the .01 level of
probability

It is interesting to note that when the schools were examined
separately, Murchison project LEP students made significant
gains in all areas except social studies. Students at Travis,
however, did not make significant gains. This discrepancy may
be influenced by the difference in programs at the two
schools. At Murchison students are enrolled in an intensive
Transitional Bilingual Education Program whereas students at
Travis participated in 1 new ESL/content area support program
(but receive no bilingual instruction).

15
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Since the Title VII Frogram enhances existing bilingual programs at the project
schools, it is difficult to separate program effects. This is particularly
true at Murchison and Travis. Figure 7 below looks at gains over a two-year
period for Hispanic LEP students. A1l were in the Transitional Bilingual
Education, ESL, and/or Literacy program. Many were served by Title VII.

1984 1985
Grade in 1985 N Pretest Posttest Gain
Reading 22 3.65 5.11 1.46
7 Language 16 4.24 5.67 1.43
Mathematics| 32 5.81 7.19 1.38
Reading 9 4.67 5.64 .97
8 Language 9 4.66 5.34 .68
Mathematics; 10 6.66 7.72 1.06
1985 1985
Grade in 1986 N Pretest Posttest Gain
Rzading 10 3.74 5.40 1.66
7 Language 10 3.78 5.60 1.82
Mathematics] 10 6.30 7.95 1.65
Reading 42 4.76 5.98 1.22
8 Language 42 4,67 6.01 1.34
Mathematics] 42 6.98 7.76 .78

Figure 7. COMPARISON OF MURCHISON GRADE EOUIVALENT GAINS
OVER TWO YEARS. Reading Total, Language Total,
and Mathematics Computation scores on the ITBS
were utilized. Two groups are reflected--those
at Murchison in 1984-85 and those there in 1985-86.

For those students able to be tested for two years in a row:

e Both groups generally showed gains exceeding one GE year (the national
a.rage) in all three :veas (2 of 12 comparisons). Sxceptions were
y:ade 8 1984-85 reading an< language and grade 8 1985-86 mathematics
computation. Gains exceeding one GE help these students close the gap
between their performance and the national average.

o Seventh and eighth graders in 1985-86 showed greater gains than those
in the same grade in 1984-85 in 5 of 6 comparisons. Differences ranged
from .2 to .66 of a GE year. The one exception was grade 8 mathematics,
in which case the 1984-85 students gained 1.06 GE year compared to .78
of a year for the 1985-86 group.

12
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o Most of those in grade 8 this year attended Murchison last year as
7th graders. These students continue to make strong growth this
year, although it is not quite as strong as last year. The one weak
area was mathematics computation, with a gain of .78 this year
compared to 1.38 last year. However, it should be noted that the
bilingual mathematics teacher left during the 1985-86 school year,
and several substitute teachers were hired until a long-term
substitute stayed for the remainder of the year.

o Both groups remained below the national average except in
mathematics computation for the 1985-86 7th graders. Mathematics
computation scores were the highest overall. Students were furthest
below the national average in reading at grade 8 in 1984-85 (3.16).

Overall, the Murchison Program appears quite successful with most
Spanish-dominant students who can be tested.

At Travis, the Title Vil program was not the only new language assistance
program implemented during school year 1985-86. Hispanic LEP A and B students
we' + also able to take advantage of the Sheltered Bilingual (enchanced ESL)
Program,

Only 14 students had ITBS or TAP scores from both 1985-86 and 1984-85 (about
56 students participated). Many were new to AISD this year and some who were
not new could not understand English well enough to be tested last year and/or
this year.

For those students tested in 1985-86 and 1984-85:
e About half demonstrated gains of 1 GE year or more in each test area.

o Student achievement is still below the national average in all grade
and subject areas.

Overall, the bilingual/ESL services appear to be impacting student gaimns at
Murchison and Travis.

Reference
Yonan, B. & Schuyler, N. TITLE VII: 1985-86 final technical report.

Austin, Texas: OfficCe of Research and Evaluation (Pub. No. 86.25),
Austin Independent School District, February, 1987.
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LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY

Purpose

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) is administered in English to provide a
means of determining the English proficiency of secondary pupils for whom

English is not the primary language spoken. The LAB was used to provide
information concerning:

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII program be continued as it
1s, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-1. Do project participants exhibit
signiticant gains in their English language proficiency?

Evaluation Question D1-5. How do the English proficiency and
achievement gains of students receiving tutoring compare to
students who were not tutored?

Information Need I2. Did the project meet its objectives?

Procedure

The LAB was administered to all project participants (LEP A & B students)
between October 15 and November 22, 1985, to provide a baseline for comparison
with results from the April and May of 1986 re-evaluation, At Murchison the
TBE teachers administered the group segment of the test while the individual
part was given by the project specialist and Office of Research and Evaluation
staff members. At Travis and Anderson, the project specialist and LPAC
chairperson (LEP coordinator) administered both the group and individual parts.

The late pretest at Murchison (ending November 22, 1985) was due t7 the
unexpected increase in the number of LEP students who needed to be tested.

From April 25 to May 12, 1986, the posttest was administered using the same
personnel for testing at the four schools.

LAB scores were entered on a computer screen by the clerk for bilingual
programs. The programmer analyst wrote a program and transferred the pretest
scores to a Statistical Analysis System (SAS) data file tape in March of 1986.
Posttest scores were entered and merged with the original SAS data file in May
of 1986 (SA-BY001-0102). The percentage of student gains were hand tabulated
from the merged SAS program in November, 1986. The programmer ran a SAS PROC
MEANS $SA-BY002-0301) to analyze the gains for significance, overall and by
grade (7-12). (See Attachment A-1.)

13
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Results

Evaluation Question D1-1: Do project participants exhibit significant gains

in their EngTish Language proficiency?
As can be seen in Figure A-1, overall the students at the four project schools

made highly significant gains. When looked at by schools, two thirds had
significant gains (.05 or greater). (See Attachment A-1, pp. 06 & 20.)

STUDENTS oERE TUTURED

VAR TABLE ] AEA STANOARD NININUN NAX TNUN $TO ERROR Tev. T PRIT]
CEVIATICN VALUE vALUE OF NEAN

TFREENG 58 36,6724 12.4200 18,0000 450000 18308 33.008 29 0.000%

POSTENG T 45,8448 1404220 21,0000 72.0000 1.8937 FypeeTr 24021 040008

_LABCAIN  _ _ _58_  __ _ %72 9.3280 =13,0300 28,0000 ____ _1.2289... 100,703 __ _ 3.49, . 0.0001

STUOENTS wERE NOT TUTORED

Tvartalle T T A T TNeak T Tstanpiko ILULE NAXINUN T STO ERROR CoVe Tt oemoan’
OCEVIATION NALUE VALUE OF MEAN .
TUemeens o8 T T TRelrend TSN T T dl.00060 T 73.0000 T M.978e Jelle  23.63770.0001
POSTENG o 54,9388 15.3532 24.0000 82.0000 le9291 28,310 28.48  0.000%
SCABGALN | 85 MaleNZ _ ____8.98%% ... =22.0000 30,0000 lelies 109,9%0 . T.33  0.000%

Figure A-1. SIGNIFICANT OVERALL RAW SCORE GAINS OF TUTORED AND NONTUTORED
PROJECT LEP A AND B STUDENTS. The highest score that can be
earned on the LAB is 92.

Evaluation Question D1-1: How do the English proficiency and achievement

gains of students receiving tutoring compare to students who were not tutored
(Johnston and Murchison experimental versus control groups)?

During the spring semester of 1986, tutors were also assisting students at
Anderson High School. Thus, Anderson was also compared with a control group.
At all three schools (Travis was excluded) control groups consisted of
nontutored project A & B students., A1l those tutored at the schools were
considered the treatment subjects, and all those not tutored were the controls.

A SAS program was run (SA-BY002-0301) to compare tutored students with their
nontutored cohorts overall, by school, and by grade. This SAS program also
included a SAS PROC MEANS to check the significance of the gains of each group.

As can be seen from Attachment A-1, page 4 and page 18 and Figure A-2 on the
following page, overall the gains of the tutored students (9.14 points)
exceeded those of the nontutored (8.17) by slightly more than one point. This
difference betwecn the groups was examined for significance; the programmer
analyst ran a PROC SORESPOT (SA-BY002-0501) program of regression analysis and
F tests (SA-JF065-0601-X). No statistical significance was found. (See
Attachment A-2 & A-3.) Moreover, those who received more tutoring did not
necessarily have the greatest gains. (See Attachment A-1, pp.04 to pp.18.)
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Figure A-2, COMPARISON OF LAB MEAN SCCRES FOR
TUTORED AND NONTUTORED STUDENTS FOR
1985-86. Gains of tutored students
(N=58) exceeded those of nontutored
(N=65) by slightly more than one
point.

An important consideration is the newness of the program at all sch-ols and
the limited time tutoring was provided. It began in October, 1986, at two
schools, Murchison and Johnston. During the second semester, tutoring was
expanded to Anderson. University of Texas multicultural class students
assisted project students at the original schools for a maximum of 5 to 5 1/2
months (allowing for training, finals, and winter/spring vacations). During
the first semester tutoring assistance was given between October and mid
December; second semester tutoring began the first week in February and ended
mid May. The time tutored per LEP student ranged from 5 minutes to 21 1/2
hour.

The fact that the program was new meant teachers had to determine how to use
the tutors most effectively. Some changes in teachers and students involved
occurred. Subsequently, it is possible that the achievement of Title VII
students has not yet been fully impacted.

For a more complete account of the tutor component, see Appendix G.

Information Need 12: Did the project meet its objectives?

By the end of project year 1985-86, 85% of project participants who are in
attendance 90% of the time will exhibit gains in scores from pretesting to
posttesting using the English Language Assessment Battery. (Objective)

This objective as stated was not met. It should be noted that rather than
check percentage attendance, only those present for pre- and posttesting were
included. A check last spring showed these students had very high attendance
rates. Thus, of the 131 LEP A and B students with pre- and posttest English
LAB scores, 109 (83.2%) made gains on the English LAB; 22 did not. To meet
the objective, three more students would have needed to show gains.
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Discussion

Although very significant overall gains are being made by project students in
terms of English language acquisition, the project objective as stated has not
been met; it should be noted, hcwever, that if 3 more students had made gains
the objective would have been met. It may be that the 85% criterion for
meeting the objective is unrealistic in 1ight of the first year implementation
of the program. Also, although both the tutored and control groups are making
very significant overall group gains, the gains in favor of the tutored group
were very modest, slightly more than 1 raw score point which was not
statistically significant.

oo
N

APPENDIX A
5




Attachment A-1

LAB Scores: Project Students
Tutored and Not Tutored
(Page 1 of 32)
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1 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4
NOTE:

AT AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOCL D

VSE 3.1 JOB EV1SASBY

THE 408 EVISASBY HAS BEEN RUN UNOER RELEASE 82.4 UF SAS

ISTRICTY (01986001},

VOGO NS WN -

FILELD=AVW STUID=1330301 STUNAME>CASTRURAFAEL GRAUE=12 SCHOOL=003 REAU=. LANG=. MATH=. COMP=.
JUCAB=. WORKSTU=. PREENG=83 POSTENG=.-PRESPAN=90 POSTSPAN=. LABGAIN=. _ERROR_=1

13:09 FRIDAY, OECEMBER 12,

NOTE: CPUID  VERSION = FF SERIAL = 013553 MODEL = 4341 . - ;
NOTE: NU QPTIONS SPECIFIED.
00000140
OPTIONS ERRORS = 0; 69000150
TITLE TITLE VII PROGRAM . SA=BY002 0301; . 00000160 . _ _.. ..
TITLE2 PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALLB5 LAB=SPRING 86 8Y00l 0102; 00000170
TITLE3 TUTOT DATA SET 8Y00l 0105; 00000180
. - . 00000190 . ..
DATA BARSFILL; 00000200
INPUT FILEID $ 1=3 00000210
. STUID . $ 4=10 00000220 .. . . ... . .
10 STUNAME $ 11=30 00000230
11 GRADE $ 31=32 00000240
12 . SCHOOL $ 33=35 __©0000250 _ .
13 READ 36=37 00000260
14 LANG 38=39 00000270
15 . MATH _ 40=41 00000280 L
16 COMP 4243 00000290
17 SOC ST 44=45 00000300
18 _sC 46=41 _ 00000310 . _ . . .
19 COMPREH 48=50 00000320
20 VOCAS 51=53 00000330
21 . WURKSTU _ _ _ _54=56 00000340 _ _ .
22 @57 PREENG z02. 00000350
23 @59 POSTENG z02. 00000360
24 @61 PRESPAN z02. 00000370 .
25 @63 POSTSPAN 102.; 00000380
26 IF SCHUuL = '003*' OR SCHOOL = '009' OR SCHOGL = ¢Q52¢; 00000390
27 IF PREENG GT O AND POSTENG GT 0; 00000400
28 LABGAIN = POSTENG = PREENG: 00000410
29 KEEP STUID SCHUOL GRADE PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN; 00000420
30 CARDS; 00000430
NOTE: INVALID OATA FOR POSTENG IN LINE 31 59=60. 23:31
NuTE: INVALID DATA FGR PCSTSPAN IN LINE 31 03=o04. 25:31
NOTE: FURTHER ERRGRS OF THIS TYPE wiILL NOT BE PRINTED.
OPTIGNS ERRORSSNN; * LIMIT REACHED.
RULE: 1234567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601234567 701234567 80
21 AVW1330301CASTRORAFAEL 12403¢ « o o ¢« o o o o B3 90 00000010

S0GST=. SC=.
~N_=1

NOTE: DATA SET USEROL0.8ARBFILL HAS{ 122 'OBSERVATIONS AND 6 V/RIASLES. 198 OBS/TRK. . __

NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 7.47 S NDS AND 330K.

249 ) : o o .
250
251 PROC SORT;
252 8Y STUID; _ e e e .
253

_1S _LESS THAN MINIMUM

00000450
00000460
00000470
00000480
00000490

1986

COMPREH=.

G2°98
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Y. D GO CHEPC - -V B = e H"W ‘H““ﬁ“”- ]

. REQUIRED BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTALITY. .

THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE.ABNORMALLY.
NCTE: DATA SET USEROLO.BARBFILL HAS{ 122 DBSERVATIONS AND 6 VARIABLES. 198 OBS/TRK.
NOTEs THE PROCEDURE SORT USED 15.58 SECONDS AND 292K.

254 DATA BARBFIL2; 00000500 0
_ 255 ... . __INPUY _ ___SCHCOL_ _ Jl=3 L ) .. .. __ 00000510 _____ . o R - S

. 256 GRADE $ 5=6 00000520 ~
257 STUID $ B=14 00000530 »

258 L STUNAME _ . $ 16=35 _ _ _ _. 00000540 . o

259 SEMESTER $ 38 00000550

260 440 TUTREAD 104.2 00000560

261 845 TUTLANG 1064.2 24000570

262 @50 TUTMATH 204.2 (00580

263 855 TUTSACST 1064.2 413200590

264 860  TUTSCI __ . 1D4.2: V0000600

265 TUYTOTAL = 0; 00000610

266 TUTTOTAL + TUTREAD: 00000620

267 TUTTOTAL + TUTLANG; 00000630

268 TUTTOTAL + TUTMATH; 00000640

269 TUTTOTAL + TUTSOCST; 00000450

270 TUTTOTAL ¢ TUTSCI; o 00000660

271 KEEP STUID TUTTOTAL; 00000670

2712 CARDS; 00000680

NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR TUTREAD IN LINE 273 40=43. 260:31
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR TLTLANG IN LINE 273 45=48, 261331
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR TUTMATH IN LINE 273 50~=£3, 262:31
NUTE: : 'VALID DATA FGCR TUTSOCST IN LINE 273 55=58, 2063:31

T NuTE JNALID DATA FOR TUTSCI IN LINE 273 60=63. 264331
) NOTE. FURTHER ERRORS G7 THIS TYPE WIL. NOT_BE PRINTED. . B -
oo%; OPTIONS ERRORS=NN: # LIMIT REACHED.
Se RULE: 1234567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401236567 501234567 601234567 701234567 80 . . . e -
> 273 3 09 1957321 DELEON MARTA 00000010
_ SCHUOL=3 GRADE=09 STUID=1957321 SIUNAME*DELEUN MARTA SEMESTER= TUTREAD=. TUTLANG=e TUTHATH=. TUTSOCST=. TUTSCI=e R
TUTTOTAL=0 _ERROR_=1 _N_=1
NOTE: DATA SET USEROLO.BARBFIL2 HAS/ ‘57 OBSERVATIONS AND 2 VARIABLES. 420 OBS/TRK.
_ NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 5.71 $ECONDS AND 306K. ) -
440 : 00000700
b4l et e .. 00000710 . .
442 PROC SORT; 00000720
443 8Y STULD: 00000730
444 . i . . _ 00000740 . . o
445 00000750
WARNEING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM_ _ . S
REQUIRED 3Y YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.
THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE _ABNORMALLY.
NOTE: UATA SET USERO10.BARBFIL2 HAS -167 OBSERVATIONS AND 2 VARIABLES. 420 0BS/TRK. 3 .
. NOTE: THE PROCEDURE SORT USED l1.24 “SECONDS AND 292K.
446 DATA BARBFILL: o 00000760
447 MERGE BARBFILY (IN = INFILL) 00000770
2 448 BARBFIL2; 00000780
449 8Y STUID: . o 00000790 ;3r?_ o]
o ?

JCT g
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3 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EV1SASBY 13:09 FRIDAYs DECEMBER 12, 1986 o

. 450 . IF INFILLG- . . . . .- -- - -. - 00000800 ... .. - e nN -
451 TUTGROUP = *QZERO HOURS®; 00000810 o
452 IF TUTTOTAL GT O AND TUTTOTAL LT 2 THEN TUTGROUP = *1GT 0 LT 2*; 00000820

_ 453 IF TUTTOTAL GE 2 AND TUTTOTAL LT 8 THEN TUTGROUP = '2GE 2 LT 8'; 00000830
454 IF TUTTOTAL GE 8 THEN TUTGROUP = %3GE 8 '; 00000840
455 00000850
456 L 00000860

NOTE: DATA SET USEROLO.BARBFILL HAS I;;\OBS&RVAIlONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 134 0B5/TRK.
NOTES THE DATA STATEMENT USED .30 SECONDS AND 306K.

N 457 PROC FREQ: 00000370
458 TABLES SCHOOL GRADE TUTGROUP; 00000880
459 00000390
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TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=BY002 0301 13:09 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 2 o
PRUEBA = FALL 1985  LAB=FALL8B5 LAB=SPRING 86 BYO0O0l 0102 o
o ~ ———-TUTOT OATA SET____ . . _svool oro5. S
STUDENTS WERE TUTUREQ
TVARIABLE T TR MEAN STANOARD MINIMUM ~ 77 "WAXINUN ~ STO ERROR C.v. T PROITIT 7T §
OEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN
TPREENG T T TTsg  TT36.6724 12.4201 16.0000 64,0000 18308 "33.868 22.49 0.0001
POSTENG 58 45,8448 14.4220 21.0000 72.0000 1.8937 31.458 24.21  0.000]
_ LABGAIN 58 . __ 9elT26__ 9.3286 _____ «13,0000 28,0000 _ . 1.2249 _ . __101.703 __. __7.45 __0.0001 ______ |
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE MEANS USED 2.35 SECONOS AND 348K ANG PRINTEO FAGE 2.
__469 _  _ __PROC SORT; e . — -._.00000990 o o e e
470 8Y GRADE; 00001000

-~ WARNING: SORTSIZE VALUE XS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM . e e
REQUIRED BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITYe
THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY.

- NOTE: OATA SET USEROL0.BARBFIL2 HAS 58 DBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 134 085/TRK.

L NOTE: THE PROCEDURE SORT USEC 13.02 SECONDS ANO 292K. - T T o

3 PROC MEANS MAXDEC=¢ N MEAN STD MIN MAX STDERR CV T PRT;  ___oo00toto .
=0 472 VAR PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN; 00001020
o5 413 8Y GRADE; 00001030

=~ 674 e ) .. . ... 00001040 N e ___T
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TITLE V11 PROGRAM SA=8Y002 0301 13:09 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 3 o
PRUEBA = FALL 1985  LAB=FALL85 LAB=-SPRING 86 8Y001 0102
e e e e~ _TUTOT_DATA SET.. o o —.____B8Y0O0Ll 0105. — o _
STUDENTS WERE TUTOREO
" VARLABLE N MEAN STANDARD MININUN MAXIMUM  STO ERROR C.V. T PROITI
DEVIAT ION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN
i e <1 WY, 47 ) I ; ot e e =5 S et e e e e e s S et
. PREENG 26 . 2906250 ______ 10.1245 _____ 16,0000 . 55.0000 . 240667 _ ____ 34176 _____14.33 __0.0001
POSTENG 24 39,9583 14,7751 21.0000 69.0000 3.0159 36.976 13.25 0.0001
LABGAILN 24 10.3333 B.4115 «9,0000 24.0000 1.7170 81.402 6,02 0,000l
- ——— e —eew GRADE=08 e — wamemnm— T
__PREENG . 22 ____.39.5909.____ 10.4410 _____ 23.0000 ___. _61.,0000 . ___ 242260 26.372 17.79 _._0.0001
POSTENG 22 47.6818 12.9996 29.0000 72.0000 2.7715 27.263 17.20  0.0001
LABGALN 22 8.0909 8.3888 =5.0000 23.0000 1.7885 103.682 4.52 0.0002
r e s e et e e S e GRADE=09 < e S et 0 vaassewceamam——ne T
 PREENG T 42.1429 __ _ _13.7770 _ _ _ 23.0000 640000 542073 32,692 ___ __ 8409 _ 0.0002 _ B
POSTENG 7 52.0000 10.8474 - 39,0000 68,0000 4.0999 20.860 12.68  0.0001
LABGALN 7 9.8571 11.8944 «11.0000 25.0000 £.4957 120,668 2.19 0.0708
e e et e a e —— . ‘GRADE=10 e o e s s e e e e S et T T
PREENG 3 5546667  8.50649 47.0000 64.0000 449103 15.278 __ 1l.34 __0.0077 __ o
POSTENG 3 55,6667 18.9297 34,0000 69.0000 10.9291 34,005 5,09 00365
LABGAIN 3 0.0000 13.0000 «13.0000 13.0000 7.5056 . 0.00 1.0000
R ——" . GRADE=11 S e e ——— e mmwa————— T
PREENG 1 50.0000 . 50.0000 50.0000 . . . R
PUSTENG 1 59,0000 59,0000 59.u000 . .
LABGAIN 1 9.0000 9.0000 9.0000 .
GRADE=12 - — - . - i -
PREENG 1 33,0000 . « __ _ 33,0000 33,0000 .« e e . N
POSTENG 1 61.0000 . 61.0000 61.0000 . . .
LABGALN 1 28.0000 26.0000 28.0000 . . . )
NOTE? THE PROCEDURE MEANS USED 2.50 SECONDS ANO 348K AND PRINTED PAGE 3. e gy
475 PROC SORT; 000010650 *
476 _.BY_ScHooL; — 00001060 o
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WARNING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MININUM

REQUIRED 8Y YQUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.

e = e

__—mas—nm_sausemm.awa OASERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 134 08S/TRK.

THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY.
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P . TITLE V11 PROGRAM SA=AY002 0301 13:09 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12 1986
’ PRUEBA = FaLL 1985 LAB=FALLB5 LAB=SPRING 86 BY00l 0102
[ .. TUTOT._ OATA_SET . __ ... .8Y00l1 Ol05. __ . e - e
it . STUDENTS WERE TUTQRED
. VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD TTMINTRUN MAxIMUM | STD ERROR  Ce.ve T ROfTY T T T
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN ©
- - - . ——— - - eenam mae == o feme == = e o e memm e e = e - PR — am e e e e e PEENSRY « » WP
SCHOOL=003 .
' J N
(8]
PREENG 7 47.2857 __ . 15.0965 23.0000 6440000 5.7059 31.926 8.29 0.0002 ]
» PDSTENG 7 53.0000 12.7219 34.0000 6640000 48107 24.015 11.02 0.0001
LABGAIN 7 5.7143 16,1009 13,0000 28.0000 640856 281765 Ce94  0.38640
T -SCHO0L=009
»
PREENG ° 5 42.8000 . _ _10.2811 __ 30.0000 5640000 445978 24.021 Se31  0.0007
, POSTENG 5 56.0000 11.5542 45.0000 69.0000 5.1672 20.633 1C.84 0.0004
LABGAIN 5 13.2000 4.3818 7.0000 19.0000 1.9596 33.195 6.74 0.0025
. e o o e e e s SCHOOL=052 "'
r 4
.. PREENG 46 3443913 11.3402 16.0000 61.0000 1.6720 32.974 20.57 0.0001 o
, POSTENG 46 43.6522 14.3406 21.0000 72.0000 2.1144 32.852 20.65 0.0001
‘ LABGAIN 46 942609 8.3837 «9.0000 24.0000 1.2361 90.528 7.49 0.0001
NGTE: THE PROCEUURE MEANS_ USED 2.48_SECONDS AND 348K_ANO PRINTED PAGE 4. R . . o S
481 PROC TABULATE; 00001110
482 ____ ___ CLASS_SCHOOL _TutGROUP;__ _ o . 00001120 _ _ o . e
483 VAR PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN; 00001130
2 484 . 00001140
Q.
gL 484 “T"TABLE SCHOOL ALL, TUTGROUP ALL» - 00001140 ) T
NSO 485 (PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN)®(Ne&F=7, MEAN®F=T7.2}; 00001150
T 486 e o - o 00001060 ___ i
- 486 KEYLABEL ALL = "TOTAL®; 00001160
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TITLE Vil PROGRAM SA=8Y002 0301 13:09 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 6 o
PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALLBS LAG=SPRING 86 B8Y001 0102 2
— e+ . JUTOT OATA_SET_  ____ e BY0OO1 0105 ___ . e o
STUDENTS WERE TUTORED
SCHGOL 009 T T o
T b ... PREENG __._1| POSTENG _____) ___ LABGAIN ___} ___ __ ]
| | + ¢ |
ll I N I MEAN | N | MEAN | N | MEAN l|
) ) I TUTGROUP | | | [ [ T Comr
| | | i | | | |
e __.____.._,_..______.}xcr o .2 I 1l _49.00] 1l 68.00) __ _ il _19. oo{ S . e
:zcs 2 T8 ! 11 30.00] 1l 45.00] 1l 15.00]
T T """':a’cé s T | 3] 45.00] 31 .67l 31 ‘u’i"ﬁ{"“—“" T |
. e __\TOTAL I | 51 42.80] 5| _56.001 ___ S| _13.200___ o]




) TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=8Y002 0301 13309 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 7 0

C PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALL85 LAB-SPRING 86 BY001 0:02 o
e I ; . .-YUTOT DATA SET ; . . .Byo001 0105 - - o N ()
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» STUDEMTS WERE TUTORED

“TsChcoL 052

1<GE 2° LT 8 171 2..59] 11t 36.291 1
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e e : e e e e 'l . . PREENG | . _POSTENG. __ | LABGAIN : o -
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. TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=8Y002 0301 13309 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 8 %
R PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=~FALL8S  LAB=SPRING 86 BY0O1 0102 o
. et e e . TUTOT DATA SET __ e — ] {1/} G 3 ¥
L STUDENTS WERE TUTORED
' TOTAL T T o T
- A ah
e _____= e ___ll PREENG _ | _ POSTENG __ ). __LABGAIN __J ___ . .. |
= : I N I MEAN | N ] MEAN | N | MEAN l'
. "~ 77 jrurGroup | I I | I T N ST T
| } | ] ] i | |
e MMGT O LT 2 ) 251 38.52]) 25] 48.200 . _25] _ 9.68] . e
| + + + + + + |
- J2GE 2 LT 8 | 191 30.53} 191 38.21}) 191 1.68]
- TTTTTTTT T 3GE 8 ST T | 141 41.71) 141 s2.00] iil"ib.zw T
. ] ¢ + + ¢ ¢ [
L e TOTAL | 58] .36.67} . _ S8] _4S. a/.l_____sal___e.nL____-__-_ . ]
_§ NOTE: THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 4.80 SECONDS AND 590K AND PRINTED PAGES S 1o 8.
m ———— mmm s o e — e e e = — e e GO
=2 687 PROC TABULATE; 00001170
O = 488 CLASS GRADE TUTGROUPS 00001180
><_ 489 —..VAR _PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN; — o L - i .___00O001190 o S
T 490 00001200
490 TABLE GRADE ALLs, TUTGROUP ALL, o o —__.__00001200 _ —_— B I
- 491 (PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN)®{N®F=7. MEAN®F=7.2); 00001210
492 00001220
492 KEYLABEL ALL = *TOTAL'; ._.._ 00001220 R N
. 493 : 00001230
494 00001240
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PRUEBA = FALL 1985
TUTOT. DATA SET .. .

GRACE 07

TITLE VII PROGRAM
LAB=FALL 85

SA=8Y002 0301
LAB=SPRING 86

STUDENTS WERE TUTORED

13:09 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 9
8Yool 0102

. Byool 0105

. e ———————

i . } PREENG | POSTENG | LABGAIN § o
| | + + |
l I N I MEAN | N | MEAN | N | MEAN i
| + + ¢ + + + i e e
I TUTGROUP § { | | § § |
i } § § i | | |
‘IlGT 0 LT 2 B I | 111 34.82) 11} 49.18} 11] 14.36] e
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12GE 2 LT 8 | 10] 24.40} 10}l 30.60) 10} 6.20}
] + + + + + + } e e
) > 13GE 8 I 3} 28.00] 3] 37.33} 3) 9.33]
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o o e

58.67}

TOTAL

}
)
|
i
| TUTGROUP
i
lo
|
i

&
&
v

venman §

52.331

w w
- ¢ o e § -

3
58.671 3

[mc
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i TITLE VIl PROGRAM SA=8Y002 0301 13309 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 27 -
9 PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALL35 LAB=SPRING 86 BY001 0102 .
—— e FUTOT DATA SET___ . ___ - -+ e .....BYOOlLOlOS __ . . . ... e e

1] STUDENTS WERE NOT TUTOREO K

GRACE 11

e - - - e e e e -

POSTENG ___

; . _:_u___m_ e } PREENG ! ] A_LABGA[Nﬂ__{____"“_“,"______,u___ e
= I I N I MEAN | N I MEAN | N | MEAN } .
- . N Y 1 + + + 4 + tones — S R |
. I TUTGROULP i | / | I I I b .
[ [ | § } § i |
. . ﬁﬂ_m__1ozeno HOURS . _. . __. .. | _ 21 6400} 21 74.500 . __ 2| _10.50) _ e ‘
1T0TAL I 2] 6400} 21 T4.50§ 2] 10.50} v
% -
-U 1
Ce B e o L o _ e e s
g‘c 1 -
—
- >$ - e m e - e e - - - e e e _ R [ e
b -] -
-
&i Ny

S \‘1 ] f .’
ERIC - == oo o ;
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¥V XIaN3ddy

PRUEBA = FALL 1985
i e oo ——— TUTOT DATA SET __ _

TITLE VII PROGRAM

LAB=FALLSS

SA=8Y002 0301
LAB=SPRING 86 8YOOLl 0102
——-—BY001 0105_ .. . . ..

13309 FRIDAY, DECEMBER

STUDENTS WERE NOT TUTGRED
© 77T GRACE 12 T, T ’ ST T
'I e e : PREENG | . _POSTENG ___| __ _LABGAIN __ | __ —— e e ]
+ + |
: ) N | MEAN | N | MEAN | N | MEAN |
+ ¢ + + + + | . B,
| TUTGROUP § { | | | § !
| § | | | | ) |
. ,_'IOZERO HOURS | 11 62.00] .. il 77.00] __. 1f 15.00) _ - O
+ + + - * ..0--—«-'
jT01AL | 1] 62.004 1l 71.00] 1l 15.00])
- v —————— - - mm e e—— ———— e e o . e - - - ————— — ST m————— e e ——— e —_ 4-.,....-- ——
3
84 e - e




Y it P e - - . -  o—e _—— _——ea -
— e ———— = e et e e — e - — e = e e e e e . e = - - - - ——e— 0O
' (e,
N
i - TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=BY0D2 0301 13:09 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986 29 o
-] PRUEBA = FALL 1985  LAB~FALL8S LAB=SPRING 86 BY00l 0102
| e TUTOT DATA SET o . BYGOLOMOS ___ _ .. .o .
'® STUDENTS WERE NOT TUTORED
Tt T T TToTAL ot T T oo TmTmr T
o L = ]
i . I . PREENG | _ POSTENG ___.}.___LABGAIN ___= e . . .
[ j ¢ +
” ‘l | N L MEAN | N | MEAN | N | MEAN ||
- | TUTGROUP i | i I i T T
| ] i | | i i |
. _JOZERO HOURS . _ _. i 651 «6.11) 651 54.941 . __ 65] __a.u: _ e
] e ¢ + + + +
1T0TAL i 651 46.770 651 S4.94] 65 8.17]
“'NOTE: THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 5.69 SECONDS AND 590K AND PRINTED PAGES 23 T0 29. o/ o r T
=
3 529 _ PROC DELETE DATA = BARSBFILi _BARBFIL2; o 00001590 __ . I
m
NZ  NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 2.02 SECONDS AND 284K.
S1 . NOTE: SAS USED 592K MEHORY. R ) . L _ S,
T  NOTE: SAS INSTITUTE INC.
SAS CIRCLE ) o e e e,
70 80X 800D
CARY, NoC. 27511=5000
g4 &
~
Q ~
~”
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1 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EV.SASBY 15202 TUESOAYe FEBRUARY 10. 1987

NOTE: THE JOB EVISASBY i4A5 BEEN RUN UNOER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS

———

i " 7 AT AUSTIN INDEPENDENY SCHOOL DISTRICT (01986001).

_NOTE: CPUID  VERSION = FF SERIAL = 013553 MODEL = 4341 .

NOTE: NG OPTIONS SPECIFIEO. >
O o : 00000140 P
2 GPTIONS ERRORS = 03 00000i50
3 TITLE TITLE VIl PROGRAM SA=BY¥002 050i; 00000160
T4 TITLE2 PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAG=FALLB5 __ LAB=SPRING 86 BYO00l 0102; 00000170
} 5 TITLE3 TUTOT OATA SET BY0O01 0105: 00000180
6 TITLE4 GROUP 1 = NON=TUTORED GROUP 2 = TUTOREO; 00000190
Y A - o 00000200
- .8 OATA BARBFIL1S 00J00210
9 INPUT FILEID $ 1l=3 00000220
—10 ) Y £¥] §] $ 4=10 00000230
‘- 11 STUNAME $ 11=30 00000240
12 GRAOE $ 31=32 00000250
R & DA " SCHOGL $ 33=35 00000260
o 14 REAO 36=37 00000270
15 LANG 38=39 00000.80
B V- S | 7% £ - 40=41 00000290 )
p 17 CoMP 42=43 00000300
18 SocC ST 4445 00000310
19 T sC 46=47 00000320
20 COMPREH 48=50 00000330
™ 21 vOCAS8 51=53 00000340
D TT22 T T T T T UTTTTTTUHORKSTUT T T 54e56 ; 00000350 -
2 23 @57 PREENG z02. 00000360
W= 24 259 POSTENG iD2. G000GL370
© 7257 T TTTTTTT @617 PRESPAN T I 1) PO 00000380
< . 26 @63 POSTSPAN 102.; 00000392
» L27 IF PREENG GT O AND PUSTENG GT 0; 00000400
T 287 7 T 777 77 LABGAIN = POSTENG = PREENG: ’ ; 00000410
29 KEEP STUIO SCHOOL GRAOE PREENG POSTENG LABGAIN; 0000C420
30 CARDS 00000430
=  NOTE: INVALIO ODATA FOR PCSTENG IN LINE 31 59=60. 24:31
! NOTE: INVALIO DATA FOR PCSTSPAN IN LINE 31 63=04, 26131
~ NOTE: FURTHER ERRORS OF THIS TYPEL WILL NOT BE PRINTEO.
3 OPTIONS ERRORS=NN; ® LIMIT REACHEO.
° TTRULE: T T 12345567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601234567 701234567 80
. 31 AVW1330301CASTRO.RAFAEL 12003¢ ¢ o o o o e o« 83 90 00000010
-7 FILEID=AVW STUID=1330301 STUNAME=CASTRO_RAFAEL GRADE=12 scuuouooa READ=. LANG=, MATH=. COMP=., SOCST=. SC=. CUMPREH=.
> VOCAB=, WORKS7U=. PREENG=83 POSTENG=., PRES»AN=90 POSTSPAN=. LABGAIN=. ..ERROR_=1 _N_=1
NOTE: DATA SET USEROLO.BARBFILL HAS 159 OBSZRVATIONS AND 6 VARIABLES. 198 0BS/TRK.,
NOTE: THE OATA SIATEMENT USEO ©.28 SECONLS ANO 344K.
>
249 ; 00000450 '
250 -7 ‘ 00000460 b(
2 251 PROC SORT: 00000470
QM _ 252 8Y STUIO; 00000480
) 253 00000499
EMC W/RNING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUH
-- - - - -
e e ]
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2 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4

_ REGUIRED BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.
THE SORTUTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY.

VSE 3.1 JO8 EVISASBY

15303 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987

NOTZ: DATA SET USEROL0.BARSEILL HAS 159 OBSERVATIONS AND & VARIABLES. 198 08S/TRK.

.-NOTE: THE PROCLOURE SORT USED 17.17 SECONOS AND 344K.

254 CATA BARBFIL2:
255 INPUT SCHOOL 1=3
172567 T T Tt -ttt =~ -CRADE $ 5«6
257 STUID $ 8=14
> 258 STUNAME $ 16=35
259 .o T T TTSEMESTER $ 38
260 #+U  TUTREAD 1D4.2
261 45 TUTLANG 104.2
262 U T m T —us50 - TUTMATH 104.2
263 " @55 TUTSCCST 104, 2
264 860 TUTSCI 204,23
© 265 T~ TTUTUTTOTAL = o3 - -
266 TUTTOTAL + TUTREAN;
267 TUTTOTAL + TUTLANG:
T268 T T T “TUTTOTAL ¢ TUTMATH;
269 TUTTOTAL + TUTSOCST;
270 TUTTOTAL ¢ TUTSCI;

-T2t T TTTTTTTGROUP R e e e = o o )
272 IF TUTTOTAL GT 0O THEN GROUP = 921
273 KEEP STUlID TUTTOTAI, GROUP;

> 214 "7 TCARDS; T - -
'%

»0 _ NOTE: INVALIZ DATA FOR TUTREAD IN LINE 275 40=43, 260:31
o ""NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR TUTLANG "IN LINE 275 45=48,"" " 261:31 - -
= NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR TUTMATH IN LINE 275 50=53, 262:31

NOIE: INVALID DATA FOR TUTSOCST IN LINE 275 55~=58, 263:31
P NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR TUTSCI IN LINE 275 60w~63. 2664331

NOTE: FURTHER ERRORS OF THIS TYPE WILL NOT BE PRINTED.
OPTIUNS ERRORS=NN; * L IMIT REACHED.

RULE:

275 ° 003 09 1957321 DELEON MARTA

SChOOL=3 GRADF= 9 STULO-1957321 STUNAME=DELEON MARTA SEMESTER=

TUTTCTAL=0 GROUP=] ~ERRCA_ =1 _N_=1

00000500
00000510
00000520
00000530
00000540
00000550
00000560
00000570
00001580
00000590
00000600
00000610 °~ -
00000620
000GGo30
00000640 "~ -
00000650
00000660
"00000670 T 7
00000680
00000690
oooov700 " - - - T

1234567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601.364567 701234567 80

00900010
TUTREAD=. TUTLANG=. TUTMATH=. TUTSOCST=. TUTSCI=,

NOTE: DATA SgT USERJL0.BARBFIL2 HAS 148 OBSERVATIONS AND 3 VAKIABLES. 398 G8S/TRK. -

NOTE: THE OATA STATEMENT USED 5.15 SECONDS AND 336k.

T 443 i
444
445 PROC SORT:

T %46 © TTTTBY STUID:
447
448
WARNING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM

REQUIREO 5Y YOUR SYSTEM SORT utiLity.
" 77T T 7 THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY,

00000720
00000730
00000740
0Cooo7s50
¢0000760
00000770

NOTE: DATA SET USEROL0.BARBF (L2 HAS 168 OBSERVATIONS AND 3 VARIABLES. 398 0BS/TRK.

. NOTE: TﬂE PROCEDURE SORT USED 19.33 SECONDS AND 342K,

© 449 OATA BARBFILL;
450 INFILL = 0;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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3 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS8Y
Ra
- 451 NERGE_BARBFIL1 (IN = INFILL)
%82~ "~ ° BARBFIL2; 77 ;
S ' 453 8Y STUID;
454 _ __IF INFILY; _ ] )
455 T IF GROUP =", THEN GROUP = *}¢;
e 458 IF TUTTOTAL = . THEN TUTTOTAL = 0;
457

—_——. == = - e mm e e nn - e isa e e ma e -~ S

»-| NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTED TO NUMERIC
: VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN BYz (LEINE)3(COLUMN).

o 455:8

'[—NOTE="DATK_SET'USEROIO.BARBFlLl'HAS 159 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARLABLES. 162 08S/TRK.

R NOTE: THE uATA STATEMENT USED 4.76 SECONOS ANO 334K.

- L_EFB""'—'—’ PROC SORT{ - T T/ e o
D 459 BY GROUP;
v 4860
‘v '—. e R — Tttt -
D | WARNING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUN
ol ______ REQUIRED BY YQUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.

THESORT UTILITY »¥ TERMINATE ABNORMALLY.

f3- NOTE: DATA SET USERO1O.BARBFILYI MAS 159 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 v.RIABLES. 162 OBS/TRK.

3 NOTE: THE PROCEDURE SORT USED 20.11 SECONDS ANO 342K.
=

&£ Z0 .. 46l PROC FREQ:

=] 462 TABLES SCHOOL GRADE GROUP TUTTOTAL;
= %63 B - mem e
I

NOTE. SEE------nFOR VABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE

15203 TUESDAY,

00000800
00000810
00000820
000008390
00000831
00000832
00000840

00000841
00000842

00000850

000600860
00000870
0000088C

FEBRUARY 10, 1987
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483 V2=PREVEST; ) T " 00001080

) 484 V8=0; 00001090
485 V9=03 00001100
. 486 IF GROUF EQ 1 THCN V8=1; oooolllo
S 487 IF GROUP EC 2 THEN V9=1; ooootlzo
T 488 V3=V2#ve; 00001130
T 489 TTTTTTTT T V4=V2#V9G o 00001140
- 490 V5av2##2; 00001150
491 V6=V54VB; 00001160

492 T T TVTaySeve; T T T o oooott70 77
= 493 SEESRERSRRREE AR SR AR RS EERSRRREEREERRRRRNREERREREERERREEEES 00001180
494 FULLOWING ARE REGRESSION STATEMENTS FOR TWO=GROUP SORESPOT 00001190
~ 495 TTTTUARSRSSRSEERERRLA SR RNE S RRRS R AR RERES KRR RRSRRE KRR E RN L00S; 00001200
496 oooot210

“"NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTED TO NUMERIC ToTt T s Tmm T e m T
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN BY: (LINE):(COLUMN).

TTTOT T 48637 TR8T:Y T T Tt T o ’ ’ T h

NOTE: DATA SET USERO10.BARBFILI HAS 159 OBSERVATIONS AND 19 VARIA®_ES. 58 0BS/TRK.
T“NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 4.66 SECONDS AND 334K.~ - T -

| 496 PROC GLM; 00001210
- 497 77 TTHODEL VI=V3 V4 V6 VI VB: W ; 00001220 — - — T T 7o
: 498 . [ / 00001230
5 \
° T TS T T T o - ST T T T s e
m PO N
i\h) = ‘)y IAN (4, ' N
oo (IR AU \ el ..
>< ( NS b
p-J ¥ ﬁ >
- - - - ——— e g‘ \:’ A \K . I _
- 44
94— . . . ] ol

ERIC" \V4
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TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=8Y002 0501 15:03 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 6
i PRUI:BA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALL3S LAB=SPRING 86 BY00l 0l02

l TUTOT ODATA SET BYOOl 0105
smorfrmmgfm s —————— -~ === = GROUP 1 = NON=TUTORED GROUP 2 = TUTORED : ] T

ssess ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1986 s#sss

_ GENERAL L INEAR MODELS PROCEDURE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Vi

CRR

" SOURCE T DE  ° SUM GF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F VALUE PR > F R=SQUARE Cve
MODEL 5 22209.12416856 4441.82483371 49.83 0.0001 0.619532 7 18.2986 = /%
© ™ ERROR 153 13639.11482515 89.1445413% ROOT MSE = V1 MEAN

- TTCORKECTED TOTAL 158 "35848.23899371 9.44163870 51.59748428

< TTSQURCETTTTTTTT T T T DR T TYPE I S§ F VALUE PR > F OF TYPE 117 §S F VALUE PR >F
)
. ¥3 1 8654440598560 97.08 ¢.0c01 1 2.48429678 0.03 0.8676
7y Tttt T T T 1T T 12973.14340197 145.53 0.0001 1 408.92322272 4.59 0.0338 -
3. Ve 1 4.33771056 0.05 0.8257 1 415.11239557 4466 0.0325
v? 1 178.76041614 2.01 0.1588 1 45.95642402 0.52 0.739
> yg - ) S 398.47665428 467 0.0361 1 398.47665428 4e4T 0.0361
o
Hmo |
wg T - TTTTTTTT T FOR HOT TTTTOPR D IT] STD ERROR OF -
=+ PARAMETER ESTIMATE PARAMETE} =0 ESTIMATE
> TTINTERCEPT 7777 ° 7 7.49369350° © T 0.67 ° ° 0.5019 11.13197682 -
y V3 «0,06347165 0417 0.8676 0.38021165
V4 1.2698362% 2.14 0.0338 0.59289010
' 0.00917188 "~ 2.16 0.0325 0.00425033 .
IS | =0,00525153 -0.72 44739 0.00731409
vs 28.85077698 2.11 0.0361 13.64593976
'"NOTE: THE PROCEDURE GLM USED 7.62 SECONDS AND 718K AND PRINTED PAGE 6.
]
498 PROC GLM; 00001230
499 " " " TUMODEL V1=V3 V4 V5 V83 00001240
D 500 00001250

@

939




TITLE V11 PROGRAM SA=BY002 0501 15303 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 7
PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALLAS LAB=SPRING 86 BY0Ol 0102

TUTOT DATA SET BYool 0105
- - - : ,'—;:/;/7 T GROUP 1 = NON=TUTORED GROUP 2 = TUTORED
. . ) ssses ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1986 ¢¢¢s¢
GENERA! LINEAR MODEL3 PROCEDURE
e e e i = e . NERA
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: V .-
~"SOURCE s -DF ~ SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F VALUE - pRY> F [ T R=SQUARE CV.©
CMODEL o 4  21949.97311148 5487.49327787 60.80 0.0001 ™. 0.612303 . 18.4118
S~ .._‘__,/
i ERROR 154 13898.26588223 90.24847975 ROOT MSE vl MEAN
~ CORRECTED TOTAL™ """ 158 7~ ~735848.23899371 9.49991999 ~~ ~ T~ 7 51.59748428
~§QURCE -~~~ T T 7 DF TYPE I SS F VALUE PR > F DF - - YYPE II1 §S ~~ F VALUE " "PR > F
. V3 1 8654.40598560 95.90 0.0001 1 54,26921613 0.60 0.4393
vy T T T -1 U7 12973.14340197 © 143,75 0.0001 1 - ~154.76868227 ~ 7T Tl.71 7T "0.1923
N ) 1 134.50573896 1.49 0.2240 1 201. 1776251 2.24 0.1368
a) ve o 1 187.91798495 2.08 0.1511 1 187.91798495 2408 [0.1511
22
= T FOR HO: PR > ITI] STD ERROR OF
>< - PARAMETER ° ~— ~ "7 ESTIMATE PARAMETER=0 ~ ESTIMATE —~ ~——~~ ~
= INTERCEPT 22.94952831 3.53 0.0005 6.50118205
~v3 - 0.25769249 0.78 6.4393 0.33231116
vé 0.40688983 1.31 0.1923 0.31071001
V5 0.00553075 1.50 0.1368 0.00369757
'l - 7.15385162 1.4% 0.1511 © 4,95704816 -
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE GLM USED 9.38 SECONDS AND T18K ANO PRINTED PAGE 7.
“500 " PROC GLM3 00001250
<. 501 MODEL V1=V2 V5 V8; 00001260
502 ) 00001270
.
)
LT : ' Yy
L9
-

G2°98
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TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=BY002 0501 15:03 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 8

? . PRUEBA = FALL 1985  LAB-FALL85 LAB=SPRING 86 B8Y001 0102
- TUTOT OATA SET 8Y001 0105
= 77y T 77T T 77T GROUP 1T = NON=TUTOREDT © GROUP 2 = TUTORED
| 2 _  sssss ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1986 sssss

GENERAL LINEAR MODELS PROCEOURE

P P S U - i ——

; DEPENDENT VARIABLE: V1

“source © T OF

SUMH OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F VALUE PR > F
N
MODEL® 3 21805.86250357 7268462083462 80.23 0.0001
~ ERROR 155 14042.37648984 90.59597735 POOT MSE
I
- “'CORRECTED TOTAL 158 ~  35848.23899371 9.51819192
~T"SOURCE ™~~~ T DF T " TYPE I SS F VALUE PR > F DF TYPE I1I SS
L_vz 1 21600.77899504 238.43 0.0001 1 154.56484062
V6T TTTTTTTT T T T 152446126617 T T 1,68 0.1965 1 132.74580267
: v8 1 52.62224266 0.58 0.4471 1 52462224266
B e s
o T FOR HO: PR > IT} STD ERROR OF
B . PARAMETER ESTIMATE PARAMETER=0 ESTIMATE
= (PARANEIER O RUARIE L AR .
= INTERCEPT 24484958041 3.92 0.0001 6433707636
v2 0.40662170 1.31 0.1934 0.31130755
B ysT T T T T 0,00433513 0 0 0 T 1.21 0.2279 0.00358134
N va 1.22768276 0.76 0.44T1 1.61085311

- | NOTE: THE PROCEDURE GLM USED 11.84 SECONOS AND 718K ANO PRINTED PAGE 8.

b 502 PROC GLM; 00001270
503 MODEL V1=V2 V5; 0000:280
© 804" T T 00001290

- |

e

R=SQUARE i CeVe

© 0.608283 18.4470
V1 MEAN

5159748426

F VALLE PR>F

171 0.1934

147 0.2279

0.58  0.4471

G2°'98




. il VII PROGRAY SA=8Y002 0591 15203 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 9

; PRUE3A = FALL 1985 LAB=FALLBS LAB=SPRING 86 BY00) 0102
/ TUTOT DATA SET 8v201 0105
T gt / GROUP 1 = NONeTUTQRED GROUP 2 = TUTORED
o \ : ssses ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1986 ¢¢sss

GENERAL L INEAR MODELS PROCEDURE

G298

‘*  DEPLNDENT VARIABLE: V1

~SOURCE T T DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F VALUE PR > F 7/ ~R=SOUARE C.V.
_MODEL - 21753.24026121  10676.62013061 120.38 0.0001 0.606815 18,4222
% ERROR 156 140%4.99873250 90.35255598 ROOT MSE V1 MEAN
TCORRECTED TCYAL™ ~ ~ 158 ~  35548.23899371 9.50539615 ~ "~ T 51.59748428 ~ -
SOURCE =~ ~-- OF TYPE I S§ F VALUE PR > F OF TYPE II1 SS ~ F VALUE PR D> F
v2 1 21600.77899504 239,07 0.0001 1 144.56290892 1.60 0.2078
TVS TTIT T T T T vt 152.46126617 1469 ° 0.1959 1 7 152.46126617 77T 1.69 ° "0.1959
O T e T FOR HO: PR > |T] STD ERROR OF © -~ -~ - - - == - -
o° PARAMETER ESTIMATE PARAMETER=0 ESTIMATE
3
2 TINTERCEPT ~~"~~"= "~25,51971637 - T 4.10  ° 0.0001 6424758069 ° —° T - -
SO w2 0.39255346 1.26 0.2078 0.31034203
o V5 0.00462046 1.30 0.1959 0.00355693
- “NOTE: THE PROCEOURE GLM USED 7.86 SECONDS AND 718K AND PRiNTED PAGE 9.
504 PROC GLM; 20001290
LY
o
o ) Iab
- 101
ERIC”
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- —MODEL Vv1=V3 vé V8;

VSE 3.1 JOB EV1SASBY

15:03

00001300
00001310
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TITLE VI1 PROGRAM SA=8YQ02 0501 15203 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 10

i PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALL S LAB=SPRING B6 B8YOOLl 0102
- TUTOT DATA SET 8Y001l 0105
T T T Tt T GROUP 1 = NON~TUTORED GROUP 2 = TUTORED
-
o i sss4% ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1986 ss¢s¢ i
- &
GENERAL LINEAR MCDELS PROCEDURE g_\ T~
P . . . . o
< DEP ENDENT VARIABLE: V1 '\~ <
“"SOURCE T OF ‘SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F VALUE =~ ~ PR> F /- R‘SQUARE\ T 7T CeVe
- t
Mooe,. 3 21748.05534897 7249.35178299 79.62 0.0001 0.606670 1B.4849
- ERROR 155 14100.18364474% 90.96892674 ROOT MSE \\_// V1 MEAN
"CORRECTED "TATAL™ ™" 77158 35848.23899371 ’ 9.53776319 — " T 77 51.59748428
TCSQURCE T T T T OF TYPE I SS F VALUE PR > F OF TYPE 111 SS " °F VALUE PR > F - T
V3 2 8654.40598560 95.14 0.0001 1 12350.31125193 135.76 0.0001
TN T T T 1 12973.14340197 142,61 0.0001 1 T264.67454131 7 "7°79.86 " T70.0001 © °° T°
- v8 1 120.50596140 i.32 0.2515 1 120.50596140 1.32 0.2515
- = = - - . el o e = o -
g T FOR HO: PR > IT| STD ERROR OF
rzn PARAMETER ESTIMATE PARAMETER=0 ESTIMATE
. DI I . - i e e e e e
®= INTERCEPY 15.02148746 3.97 0.0001 3.77962558
>< V3 0.7455299°*7 11.65 0.0001 0.06398419
> Ve T T T T 0.84953652 8.94 0.0001 0.09506497
’ ve 5.60188648 1.15 0.2515 4.86717065
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE GLM USED 9.65 SECONDS AND 718K AND PRINTED PAGE 10.
‘ 506 PROC GLM; 00001310
507 MODEL V1=V2 Vv8; 00001320
508 T - 00001330
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y XIOGN3daY

TITLE vII PROGRAM SA=BY002 0501 15:03 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 11
-, PRUEBA = FALL 1985 LAB=FALLB5 LAB=SPRING 86 BYDOl 0102
— _ TUTOT DATA SET BY0Ol1 0105
r - — Tt s T T GROUP 1 o= NON=TUTORED  GROUP 2 = TUTORFD
S
. ______ ssxss ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1966 ¥¥sse
for }
. GENERAL LINEAR MODF.S PROCEDURE
O — e . BE
O ' DEPENDENT VARIABLE: V1 . C’)
L L . e _\ ]
- "SOURCE DF SUM OF SQUAXES MEAN SQUARE ° VALUE PR > F R=SQUARE CeVe
> )
MODEL 2 21673.11670120  10836.55835060 119.26 0.0001 | 0.604580 18.4745
T T T T T e T - T N
0*-; ERROR 156 14175.12229252 90.86616854 ROOT MSE V1l MEAN
o LCﬂRREC‘I’ED TOTAL™ "7~ 7~ 18837 77" 35848.23899371 - 9.53237476 51.59748428
o.
- T SOURCE™ ST oTTTDRETTTTT T TYPE IOSS T F OVALUE PR > F DF TYPE II1 SS F VALUE PR > F
®.|
V2 1 21500.77899504 237.72 (.0001 1 19540.04714546 215 .04 0.0001
LT T T T ot 1 T 726337706157 777 0.80 0.3736 1 72.33770615 0680 °~ 063736
o
LT T e s T e T FOR HO: PR > ITI STD ERROR OF
®. . PARANETER ESTIMATE PARA- .TER=0 ESTIMATE
LINTERCEPT' T O1TLT1T291537 77 TTTTT.587 7 0.0001 - 2633612126
® V2 0.77795628 1466 0.0001 005305099
Ve l.43152112 0.89 0.3736 1. 60441422
(NOTE THE PROCEDURE GLM USED 7.23 SECONDS AND 718K AND PRINTED PAGE 1l. -
¢ |
. 508 PROC GLM3 00001330
$09 " T TTTMODEL Vl=sv2yT T T T TToTT /7T h T 000013+40 B
[ J 51¢C 00001350
P ]
® !
i
e
- r———A = - - - -
o
e e e e . - . o
®
P Tiy
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! TITLE VII PROGRAM sA=BY002 0501 15:03 TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1987 12
P @ PRUEBA = FALL 1985  LAB=FALL8S LAB=SPRING 86 8Y001 0102
v TUTOT DATA SET BY001 0105
: Tt T T T GROUP 1 = NON~TUTORED  GROUP 2 = TUTORED
o
o ssose ENGLISH LAB IN FALL 1985 AND SPRING 1986 seses i Q
o
L GENERAL LINEAR MODELS PROCEDURE o
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: V1
“TSOURCE ~~ 777 7T T T DF 7T SUM DF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE ~ F VALUE "~ ~ PRD> F 77/~ R=SQUARE j 7~ Co¥o ~ "7 777
_MODEL 1 21600.77899504 2160C.77899504 238.03 0.0001 \ 0.602562 18,4625
ERROR 157 14247.45999867 90.74815286 ROOT MSE V1 MEAN
. ~"CORRECTED TOTAL ~™™" 777158 ~ =~ 35848.23899371 " T 9.52618249 777 T T T T 51.59748428 T T TS
. “'SDURCE "~ "~ """ TS T OF TYPE 1SS  F VALUE PR > F DF © TYPE II1 SS "~°F VALUE "~ PR>F ~ 7
v2 1 21600.77899504 238.03  0.0001 1 21600.77899504 238.03  0.0001 ]
.55 :
ol . T FOR HO: PR > ITI STD ERROR OF
© 5  TPARAMETER ~—~ T 77 ESTIMATE PARAMETER=0 ) ESTINATE mTrme oo s e
b
+>* | INTERCEPT 18.07179118 7.86 0.0001 2.30059135
> v St TTTTTTTTTU0,79018458 T T 15443 040001 "~ 0.05121684 Tt Tt oo T T
, NOTE: THE PRCIZMURE GLM USED 6.80 SECONDS AND T18K AND PRINTED PAGE 12.
|
l =511 """~ PROC DELETE DATA = BARBFIL1 BARSBFIL2: 00001360 ' o ST
|
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 2.66 SECONDS AMD 334K.
: ~ NOTE: SAS USED 718K MEMORY. - - T ctmmomee T - -
NOTE: SAS INSTITUTE INC.
"7 " " SAS CIRCLE : o " o
PO BOX 8000
. FARY' NeCeo 27511=8000 L e
.__._.].‘__.‘_\\j Cmemm e — - - BN o - 11. t - -
]: Q — - . -
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NOTE:

VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS

NOTE: ThE JOB EV13AS HAS BEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82.4 OF SaS
JAT_AUSTIN INJEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (01986001).

CPulD VERSION = FF SERIAL = 013553 MUUVEL = 4341 .

“NOTE: HO JPT10NS SPECIFIED.

T Tsstes[HIS IS FUR 2=GRGUP SURESPUT . SEE SA=P5010 0301 FOR 3=GROUP#x¢s;

RETENTIONS
SA=JF065 0601 X3

TITLEL AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT
1ITLE2 OFFICE UF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIJN
TITLE3 ¢ '

TITLE4 F CALCULATED FROM R SGUARES X3
TITLES ¢ '

DATA SPOTS
1NPUT GRADE 1=2 TEST $ 3 (RSII=RSQT) (beb) N 46=49;

.

CARDS;

NUTE: DATA 3ET USERO10.SPOT HAS 1 OBSERVATIUNS AND 10 VARIABLESe. 102 UBS/TRK,
NOTE: ThEL DATA STATEMENT USED 2.30 SECONDS AND 322K.

.
*

DATA >POT;
SET SPOT;

if TEST EQ *1° THEN TEST='READING';
1IF TEST EQ *2' THEN JEST='LANGUAGE';
IF TEST EQ *3% THEN TEST='MATH';

F15=( (RSG1=RSJ45)/72) /11 1=RSIL)/(N=61);
F12=((RSQL=RSQ2)/1}/((1=RSQL)/(N=06))}
F23=((RSG2=KSQ3)/1)/{{1=RSQ2)/(N=5)1};
F13={ (RSI1=RSJ31/2) /L1 1=RSCLI/{N=G) )i
F34=( (RS%3=RSQ4)/1)}/{1=RSQ3)/IN=4));
F56=((RSQ5=RSQ6) /11 /1(1=]SC5)/(N=4));
FuT=((RSWo=RSGT) /L) /L 1=RSu6)/IN=3));

NOTE: OATA SET USZKOL0.SPOT HAS 1 OBSEAVATIINS AND 17 VAKIABLES. 60 03S/TRK.
KCTE: THE JATA STATEMENT USED 3449 SECUNDS AND 300K.

PRCC SURT;

3Y GLRADE TEST;

AARNING: >unT3IZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINILI4UM

WEGUIFED BY YOUR SYSTEM SURT JTliLITY.
THE SunT JTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNIRMALLY.

Q - NOTE: JATA SET USERG1I0.SPOT HAS 1 OBSERVATIONS ANu L7 VAR[ASLESe 60 03S/TRK,
NOTC: IHE PRICEUJRE SIRT USED 21.74 SECONOS ANU 252K.

9:07 WEONESDAY,

00000070
00000080
00000090
00000100
00000110
00000120
000001392
00000140
00000150
00000160
00000170
00000180
00000190

00000220
00000230
00000240
00000250
00000260
00000270
00000230
00000290
00000300
00000310
00000320
00000330
00000340
00000350
00000360
000003790
00000380
00000390

00000390
00000400
00000410
00000420
00000430

FEBUARY 11,

1987
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'S L Jugéo VSE

VSE 3.1 JOB EV1SAS

9:07 WEONESDAY,

FEBRUARY 11,

G298

PATC PRINT: 00000430
8Y SkADE TEST; 00000440
00000450
‘#t#ttt“tt‘t“‘t#t““i‘tt“t*“t‘*‘tt‘ttt.#“‘t“‘t““t“t‘t‘tt“‘ 00000460
UEGREES OF FREEDCM ASSUCIATED wiTH F (1 VS. 5) ARE 2,N=b 00000470
(L vsS. 2} 1 yN=p 00000480
(2 vS. 3} 1 4N=5 00000490
(1 VSe 3} 2 yN=b 00000500
® {3 VS. 4) 1y Nt 00000510
45 {5 vS. 6} 1:N=4 00000520
_46 (6 VS. 1) 1yN=3 00000530
47 taaacatttttaatt*ttatttttctatstatttttutt:ttatttttttatttttattttcaccatttt; 00000540
48 0000055C
49 .- 00000560
>
el
el
m
o 2=
nN O
~——
>< -
P
R 13714
- l 1 J - a2
O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AUSTIN INJDEPENDENT SCHOLL DISTRICT
GFF 1CE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

£ CALCULATED FRGM R SQUARES

RETENT ION

SA=JF065 0601 X

9:07 WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 1987
X

_ ———— GRADE=0  TEST=R

h1iH KsQ1 RSG2 RSQ3 RSQ4 RSQ5

| 0.619532 0.612303 0.608283 0. 606815 0.60667
Jas N F15 Fl2 £23 F13 F34
1 156 2.58014 2.90704 1.59681 2.26182 0.580879

NUTE: THE PAOCEOJRE PRINT USED 2.53 SECUNUS AND 356X AiND PRINTED PAGE 1,
49 PRUC DELETE DATA=SPOT;
50 i
NOTE: Thi PROCEDJRE DELETE USED 1.23 SECONDS AND 284K.

NOTE: SAo U3ED 356K MEMURY,

NUTE:s SAS INSTITUTE INC.
3AS CIRCLE
PU BuX 8000
CARY s NoCo

27511=80CC

¢

RSQ6

0.60458

F56

0.823609

00000560
90000570

RSQ7

0.602562

F67

0.796136

}'.A
| S

.y

G2°98
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86.25

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS (ITBS)/
TESTS OF ACHIEVEMENT AND PROFICIENCY (TAP)

Purpose

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the Tests of Achievement and
Proficiency (TAP), Reading, Mathematics, and Language totals provided
information concerning:

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII program be continued as it
1s, moditied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-2. What achievement gains were made by
project part1c1pant§ n:

a) Reading?
b) Mathematics?
¢) Llanguage?

Evaluation Question D1-5. How do the English proficiency and
acnievement gains of students receiving tutoring compare to
students who were not tutored? (Johnston experimental versus
control group; Murchison experimental versus control group).

Information Need I2. Did the project meet its objectives?

Procedure

The ITBS is administered to all AISD students, grades K-8, while its continua-
tion, the TAP, is given to students, grades 9-12. Both are administered as
part of the regular districtwide testing program in Apri and May of each year.
A11 project LEP A&B students are required to attempt the ITBS/TAP. However,
if it is obvious they cannot handle the level of English proficiency required
on the first test, the students are permitted to discontinue. This is based
on teacher judgement that the student would be unable to answer one out of
four items correctly. A separate decision is made for each subsequent subtest
as a student who may not be able to take a reading comprehension test may be
able to do reasonably well on a mathematics computation test. Subtests with
an insufficient number of responses are automatically discounted when machine
scored. A project student may also not be tested if that student was absent
during the regular and make-up sessions of the the districtwide testing.

A1l tests were administered by classroom teachers. All scorihg was handled by
the Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE).

The programmer analyst created the Title VII SAS Data Set (BARB 8586) from
district records which had the students' recorded ITBS/TAP scores for 1985 and
1986.

1
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Results

Evalvation Question D1-2. What achievement gains were made by project
participants 1in:

a) Reading?
b) Mathematics?
c) Language?

The percentile gains of LEP A3B students with an ITBS pre-(1985) and posttest

(1986) were examined. The percentage showing gains in test areas was:
Reading 55% §N=64) Social Studies 57% $N=68;
Language 72% (N=65) Science 25% (N=12
Mathematics  62% (N=61)

Science scores from Murchison were not included, because junior high school
students in AISD do not take the ITBS Science subtest.

Evaluation Question D1-5. How do the English proficiency and achieve-

ment gains of students receiving tutoring compare to students who were not
tutored? (Johnston experimental versus control group; Murchison experimental
versus control group).

The programmer analyst merged the ITBS and TAP scores for 1985 and 1986 on the
Title VII SAS Data Set (BARB8586) with the 1985-86 tutor Data Set
(SA-BY001-0105). He ran a PROC MEANS (SA-BY002-0401) which looked at the
grade equivalents (GE's) of tutored and nontutored students by subjects.
Tutored students' mean gains were first examined by time tutored. The three
time interval groups were:

0 Greater than one hour but less than two hours;

0 Greater than or equal to two hours but less than eight hours; and
0 Greater than or equal to eight hours.

No consistent patterns emerged (sample sizes were quite small).

ITBS/TAP

The number of project LEP students who had test scares for both spring, 1985
and spring, 1986 was limited because:

-- Many students enrolled in AISD in fall, 1985, and therefore had no
scores for spring, 1985.

-- LEP A and B students are often exempted from taking the ITBS/TAP test
because of limited knowledge of English.

As can be seen in Figure B-1, the number of tutored LEP students with test

scores was less than 10 except in language. Significance tests were therefore
not done. In language, tutored students made mean gains of .96 GE in a year,
while nontutored students made average gains of 1.60 GE years.
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SUBJECT N MEAN MEAN GAIN
TUTORED
Reading 2 3.95 5.45 1.50
Language 21 4.80 5.76 .96
Mathematics| 7 5.29 7.04 1.76*
Soc.Studies| 4 5.58 8.05 2.48*
Science 2 7.40 8.15 .75
'NONTUTORED
Reading 56 4.96 5.93 .97
Language 36 4.79 6.39 1.60
Mathematics|51 6.29 7.28 .99
Soc.Studies |53 5.07 6.19 1.12
Science 05 6.90 7.10 .20

Figure B-1. ITBS/TAP GRADE EQUIVALENT (GE) GAINS
FOR TUTORED AND NONTUTORED HISPANIC
LEP A & B STUDENTS AT PROJECT SCHOOLS.
Grades 7-12 combined except for science
test (grade 9-12 only). Social studies
is measured by Work Study Skills (ITBS)
and Social Studies (TAP).
* = Difference between means gains and
reported total gain is due to rwunding off.

Several factors should be considered in interpreting these results.

0 Many students scored at the chance level on both the pre- and
posttests. Also, there was great variability in the size of
gains made by individual students.

0 The best comparison group available was tutored vs. nontutored
students. However, students were not randomly assigned to be
tutored or not. It appears the lowest achievers were tutored.
Therefore, groups are not as comparable as would be desired.

Changes in the tutor component which might enhance effectiveness are
discussed in the Tutor Appendix G.

Q 120
: APPENDIX B

Provided by ERIC 4




TLiLy YID enCurAl JA=3YIUL Jedl 15:04 TJUESDAY, JANUARY &7, 1987
JARSS536 = JA0 JATA oET = [il5 o TAD? FUR 15405 & 14v86 X
L o _IuT-J vATA Sefl 8YZOLl ulos

cAld
STUBENTS WEPE TUTUREW

———— e e ————— e .. . . - - Go—
VARLABLE i AEAN >TANDARY AINTOUN VAKX [HUM 3TO ERROW CeV. T PR>|T| :
e OEVIATIUN vALUL VALUE UF 1EAN N
MATHGES 7 5.2857 0.5956 44300V 6.1000 0.2251 11.268 23.48 0.0001
MATHGE6 7 7.0429 1.1341 5.8C00 3.5000 U.4287 16.103 1€.43  0.0001 L

TTEATHGAIN =~ ~ 7777 T TTLLISTL T T l.7068 CeuJd0u 3.2000 TT 00407 T TTTEL.282 7T 4032 0.0050 -
MATH -
STUDENTS WEKE HuT TUTURED . L
VARJABLE N MEAN STANDARD AENLAUR HAX THUM STD ERKOR CoVe. T PR>| T}
CEVIATION VALUE VALUE _UF MEAN
s s 8 0.0001
MATHGES 51 6.2941 1.4746 %3000 14.1000 0.2065 23.429 30.4 !
.+ MATHGES 51 7.2841% 1.2970 4, 7000 10. 8060 0.18l6  17.805 _____40.11_“0.8081 »
C TTMATHSATIH ST U-9902 123973~ 54 5009 3.2000° """ TQ@RI957 1415115 5.06 " "0.0001
: 3 o ) - o T T i
B : - e -— - -— - e
S 36LIAL STUDIES
o STUDENTS WERE [UTGRED ] o e L )
0 VARI[ABLE N MEAN STANDARD MENTAUM AAX i MUN STD ERROR CeV. T PR>|T}
B _ o CEVIATIGN JaLUE VALUE _ OF MEAN o
]
SUCSTUES T4 5.5750 1.3839 3.+000 7. 7000 Ve 9420 33.792 5.92 0.0096
SUCSTGES 4 8.0500 Ue925a 6.TL00 3.68000 0.4628 11.498 17.39  0.0004 ]
~"SOCSTCAN T4 T T 2.4750 2.0304 Je 7000 40000 77 T T1,0152 827036 TUTUTTT2044 D.0927 T — e o
S o - . - 1
Cot . i . - ———— Ot
—_ . == 3
SDCIAL STUDIES ea !
____k____r__STUOENTS WERE NUT TUTOREOQ H:r I
VAR 1 ABLE N MEAN STANDARY AL IMUM AAX [MUN STD ERRDR C.v. T PR> | T) o3
L L LEVIATIIN VALUE VALUE UF MEAN her
- - - - ) - - . N i ’ ’ o N o T T T ) T ) T B '
SGCSTGES 53 5.0717 1.0710 3.2000 7.7000 0.1471 21.117 34.47  0.0001 -~
SLCS TGRS 53 6.18638 1.2872 4.000u 10.9000 0.1768 80 9

| SOTSTOAN =" —o3 - -me i i o : L 20.806 1449 0.0001

‘, H 53 L1151 1.3033 =1.6000 4.5000 31793 7Tl .879 T .23 00001 =~ s ———

Py - jos

3 O ¥ % S
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A rman
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X gttt o S s+

TITLE ¥Ii Phuundil— Yy + SOAY JANUART 273

1937

3ARZ8546 = 345 JATA ST = LTS o T4P? FOR 19u5 2 1980 X
_ TUTCH LATA SET 8Y001 0105
REMIING
STUDELTY acde TUTUREV
e e e e e e e e - . e i e — =
VAR LABLE N HE AN 3TANOARY AlLdu4 1AK UM STD SKROR CeVe T PRI T .
) CEVIATIUN VALUE vALUE OF 4EAN _ o N
READGES 2 3.9500 0.2121 3.8000 441000 U. 1500 5.370 26033  0.0242
READGEG 2 5.43500 0.2121 9e 30G0 546000 0.1500 3.892 36433 0.0175 )
TTREADGAIN™ ° T TZ T TTLL50000 - D.4243 °  ° 1.,22300 1.3000 77T T043C00TT TT2B.284 T 75,007 77061257 T m—————
READING
STUDENTS AERE NUT TUTGCRED
VARLABLE N MEAN STANDARD MINLAUA HAK] 4UM STD ERRUR C.Ve ) PRYIT]
CEVIATION VALJE VALUE OF MEAN
REAUGES 56 4.9643 1.7995 2.4000 15.5000 0.2405 362250 20.64 0.0001
READGES Yo 5.9304 1.0251 40000 7.9000 0.1370 17.286 43,29 0.0001
: REAOCATN 50 0. 9661 Te6135 TT%3.3000 3.9000 0.2156 [67T.016 4,48 TT 050001
>
g — —— - - —— PR . ——
om LANGUAGE
S _ STUDENTS WCRE TUTORED -
o g e - =T e - -
>< VAR [ ABLE N UE AN STANUARD MLLAuM 1A LI4UM STU ERROR CeVe T PR>| T
o UEVIATIUN VALUE VALUE OF MEAN
LANGGES 2l 4.8048 1.3829 3.00u0 9. 7000 0.3018 28.782 15.92 o0.0001
LANGGEo 21 507619 1.2420 443000 69000 0.2710 21.555 21.26 0.0001
TCLANGGAIN - - - 21 TT 0695.1 1.1101 ~0ed3Uul 3.7000 0.2435 7 TTT16.602" " "7,930.0008 —————-—

j

LANGUAGE -

>TUOENTS WERE NGT_TUTORED. o o

VAR ABLE o HEAN STANUARD AINIMUA MAXIMUM ST ERROR Cove T PRI T| 5
_ LEVIATILH  ValUt VALUE OF MEAN -
) I TTTTTTTT [= =]

LANGGES 30 4. 7917 1.1960 2.6000 86000 2.1993 24.961 24404  0.0001 Thet
LANGGES 36 6.3839 1.5371 446090 11.1000 0.2562 244059 24.94  0.0001 w
TAHGGAIR 35 35972 33503 =777 " =2.5000 " 4.3000 022252 842603 7.09777070001 A
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. TITLE VI{ PRUSKAM 5A=3Y002 v4ul 15:04 TUESDAY, JANUARY 27, 1987
; BARBES586 = 3AS OATA SET = [T3S & TAP FCR L1945 & 1986 X
N N TUTOT LATA SET BYU0l 0105 ) _
PR A — @
SCIENCE o
_ L _ —— _ STJUENTS WteRE_TUTCRZED L 3
Vad [ABLE N MEAN STANDARV ATNLIIUM MAKLAUM STD EKROR CeVe T PR>| T 2
. __ I OEVIATION _ VALUE VALUE OF MEAN L
SCIGES 2 7.4000 244042 57000 J.1000 1.7G00 32.489 4.35 0.1438 l {:
$CiGEo 2 d. 1500 0.2121 3.0000 8.3000 0.1500 2.603 54.33  0.0117 X
“TSCTGAIN— TTT2 T TTTTTOL.1540 T eenlo3dT T T 7 =l 1000 2.06000 [.8500 348,839 0.4l 0.7548
- "‘ Ty T T T T T
; SCIENCE ','
_ STUDENTS RERE WGT TUTORED i
VAR [ABLE N MEAN STANDAKD MINIMUM JAXIMUN STD ERROR CeVe T PRI T]
CEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MNEAN '
y - —_— i
! SCIGES - 5 649600 2.0869 4.0000 9.7000 0.9333 300244 7.39 0.0018 l
SCIGEs 5 7. 1000 2.0809 3.9000 9.0000 0.93C6 29308 7.63 0.0016 !
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86.25

LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE de REALIZACION en ESPAﬂbL
Purpose

La Prueba Riverside de Realijzacion en Espaﬁb] (Prueba Riverside), an assessment
appropriate for Spanish speakers, is thought to be a better measure of the
academic achievement skills of those LEP students who have 1ittle English and
are receiving instruction in Spanish than the English ITBS/TAP. It was
administered to provide information concerning:

Decision Question D1: Shouid the Title VII program be continued as it
1s, moditied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question Di-3. Did those project participants receiving
instruction in Spanish exhibit significant gains in their Spanish
language scores?

Evaluation Question D1-4. Did those project participants receiving
bilingual instruction in content areas exhibit achievement gains
when tested in Spanish?

Information Need 12. Did the project meet its objectives?

Procedure

During October and November of 1985, the Prueba Riverside was administered to
project students in grades 7 and 8 at Murchison by the TBE teachers. The
preject specialist administered the Prueba to project students in grades 9 and
10 at Travis. These results provided the base?ine for comparison with the
April-May of 1986 re-evaluation scores.

Hispanic students in the bilingual and transitional programs at their respec-
tive schools function with varying proficiency in two languages. Therefore, it
was dassumed that their Spanish fluency would generally not be as proficient as
Spanish monolingual speakers. Subsequently, on the Prueba students were
assigned to a test level designated as "low average or below average." The
only exceptions to this were the tenth graders at Murchison who were tested out
of level because the test ceiling was ninth grade. Students were given the
following levels:

Grade Level
8 13
9 14
10 14

*Due to an error in test administration, seventh graders were given Level 13

first semester. This needs to be taken into account when considering
test/retest reliability.

Because Prueba Riverside has only spring norms, students' raw scores were usec

to compare achievement gains. Only those students witn both spring and fall
scores were included.
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86.25

Prueba pre-and posttest scores were keypunched and entered into SAS data
files, SA-BY001-0102 and SA-BY(01-0102 (Attachment C-1). Only those students
who had both pre-and posttests were included in the final sample. In
November, 1986, the programmer ran a SAS PROC SORT of LEP A & B students at
Murchison and Travis. The percent of those students making gains in the
subtest areas were hand calculated. Files were merged to create SA-BY003-0301

so gains could be reviewed. A PROC MEANS was included in this program to
examine significance.

Results
Evaluation Question D1-3. Did those project participants receiving instruction

in Spanish exnibit significant gains in their Spanish language scores?
(Murchison and Travis only)

As can be seen below in Figure 1, significant (.05) or highly significant
(.01) overall gains were found in all subtest areas.

VARIABLE N MEAN PR > T
Reading 91 1.1429 .0106**
Language 92 .9565 | .0153*
Mathematics 93] 1.4301 | .0004**
Social Studies 92 .8370 | .0494*
Science 921 1.2174 | .0023**

Figure 1. LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE RAW SCORE MEAN
GAINS. T-tests were run to check
pre-to posttest gains for
significance.

* = Significance at the .05 level
of probability

* = Significance at the .01 level of
probability

Thus, the objective as stated was met.

It is interesting to note that when the schools were examined separately,
Murchison project LEP students made significant gains in all areas except
social studies. Students at Travis, however, did not make significant gains.
(See Attachment C-1). This discrepancy may be influenced by the difference in
programs at the two schools. At Murchison students are enrolled in an
intensive Transitional Bilingual Education Program whereas students at Travis
participated in a new ESL/content area support program.

12y
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Evaluation Question D1-4. Did those project participants receiving bilingual

instruction 1n content areas exhibit achievement gains in those content areas
when tested in Spanish? (Murchison only)

When the students' pre- and posttest scores were looked at by content area,
the percentage showing gains in raw scores was:

reading 58% Social Studies 57%
Language 58% Science 55%
Mathematics 64% .

It should be noted that language scores of the Prueba Riverside de Realizacion
en Espanol (Prueba Riverside) were examined instead of the Spanish LAB,
because the Spanish LAB testing was not administered in the spring to prevent
over-testing of students. It is not known whether this substitution made the
objective more difficult to meet.
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SAS

LOL G VSE SAS B82.4 VSE 3.1 JUB EV1SASAY 11211 TUESDAY,

ASBY HAS BEEN RUN LNDER RLLEASE B2.4 GF_SAS
AT AUSTIN INJEPENOENT SCHOUL DISIRICT (ul9b6001).

D
JUTE: CPUID  VERSIGN = FF  SERIAL = 013553 MJIDEL = 434l . o @®
bl b
f’iriuore: NG OPTIUNS SPECIFIEO, N ;
i
T T 0c000130 T |
sl 2 OPTIONS ERRURS = 03 00000140
1|3 TITLE TITLE VII PROGRAM SA=BY003 0301} o _ 00000150 _ . L
4 TITLZ2 PRUEEA = PRE (FALL 1985) SA=BY001 0102; 00000160
s TITLE3 PRUEBA = PCST {SPRINS 1986) SA=3Y001 0103; 00000170
i 6 TITLE4 TUTLR DATA FILE SA=BY0JL 0105; 00000180 .
] 0¢000190
.8 VATA BARBFILL; 00030200
‘9 INPUT FILELD $ 1=3 o e 00000210 o o
10 STUlD $ 4=10 00000220
211 STUNAME $ 11-30 00000230
‘12 GRACE $ 31-32 L _ - 00000240 L
13 SCHCOL $ 33=35 ’ ) o0oo0oo025¢ s T
O!l14 READ 36=37 00000260
15 LANG 38=39 _ _ . __vooo00270 L
16 NATH 40=41 "7 "7 06000280 -
Q| 17 LoAP 4243 00009 290
18 SOCST 4445 o _ ‘oo .__90000300 e
> T19 sC 46=47 00000310 ~ ) T
> @2 CUMPREH 46=50 00000320
m .21 VDCAB 51=53 00000330 '
o35 22 WORKSTU 54=56 - 00000340~ B
— @ 23 a57 PREENG 2, 60000350
> 24 «59 PUSTENG 202. 00000360 )
o 125 a6l PIESPAN I02. U€000370
@ 2 463  PGSTSPAN D243 00000360
NEFY IF SCHOOL = '007' OR SCHOUL = '052'; 00000390
P |y 28 IF GRADE GE *07' AND GRAUE LE '10'; 00000400
| @ 29 KEEP STUID SCHOOL GRADE READ LANG MATH S3CST SC STUNAME; 00000410
4 30 CARDS ; 00000420
1|
| @ | NOTE: INVALID UATA FOR PLSTENG IN LINE 31 59=60. 24331
. I NOTE: INVALID DATA FCR PCSTSPAN IN LINE 31 o03-64. 26231 L L
W/ NOTE: FJRTHER tERRORS CF 1HIS TYPE WILL NGT BE PAINTED. - —
@ UPTIUNS ERRGR3=NN; * LIMIT REACHED. ol
1 o p— J— Ffa Wl o1}
ol RULE: 1234567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401234567 531234567 601234567 701234567 80 Qo
W 31 AVW1330301CASTRORAFAEL 12003 o o o s o o o o 83 90 00000010 3
4 FILETU=AVA STUIJ=I330301 STUNAHE=CASTRO,RAFAEL SRADE=12 SCHOUL=0y3 REA0=. LANG=."MATH=," COMP=."S0CS1=. SC=. COMPREH=, @ =
® ,vuc:se-. WURKSTU=+ PREENG=83 PISTENG=. PRESPAN=90 PCSTSPAN=« _ERROR_=1 _N_=1 —
NOTE: DATA SET USERGI0.BARBFILL HASCTBOYUBSERVATIONS AND 9 VARIABLES- 104 _UBS/TRK. oo
’. NOTE: THE DATA STATEPLNT USED 5.93 SECONDS AND 330K. T — [ —
1 249 L ) 00000440
-, 250 PRCC SORT S (0oL 7oL . ' e —
® 251 BY STUlL; 00000460
'2)2 __ 00000470 o N
o umm NG: SCRTSIZE VALUE 1S LESS FHAN THE MIKI.4UM 1313.
Js KEGUIKED BY YUUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY. . L o -
El{lC JJ - I
— . e ————re e - e = am = s e cor emme e e T R




F® o e e e ae s et o mts e

~ 2 SAS LUG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EVI1S5ASBY 11:11 TUESOAY, DECEMBER 16, 1986
;] IE SURY UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ADNURMALLY. A
1 10TE: DATA SET USEROIVU.BARBFIL1 HAS 180 OBSERVATIONS AND 9 VARIABLES. 104 OBS/TRK.
] PUTE: THE PRCCEDURE SURT USEC 18.34 SECONDS AND 292K. ®
i o
) 4253 OATA BARBFIL2: — 00000480 o
PO 254 INPUT FILE'D $ 1-3 00000490 »
| \| 255 STUILD $ 4=10 00000500
. []25e READ2 36=37 00000510
™| 257 LANG2 38-39 00000520
)| 2658 MATH2 40-41 00000530
RIEED COMP2 42=43 00000540
260 SCCST2 4445 00000550
| 5 261 SC2 46=47; 00000560 i
P ff202 CARDS 00000570
, [ M 1Y
+ NOTE: UATA SET USEROL0.BARBFIL2 HAS 146 OBSERVATIGNS AND 8 VARIABLES. 128 CBS/TRKe .
.. |[NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT LSED 4.bl SECONDS AMD 3U6K.
[
- 409 : 00000590
[410 PRDC SURT; 000004600
“elpent PY STULD; 00000610
1412 00000620 i ]
i
( !lm\numu. SCRISIZE VALUE 1S LESS THAN THE MINIMUM
» s REWUIRED BY YUUR SYSTEM SGRT UTILITY. . ] ]
9 - THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINALE ABNJRAALLY. -
olin ¢ ,iNUTE: OATA SET USEROLN.BARDFILZ HAS Qosseavmmns AND 8 VARIABLES. 128 085/TRK.
3 NOTL: ThEé PKUCEDUKE LRI _USED 21.39 NDS AND 292K, _ o B
- " .
> 1413 CATA bARGEILL; : 00000 63¢
o P 4la MZROE BAREFILL  (IN = INFILL) o 000,0640 _ o
. rals BAREFIL2 (IN = LNFIL2): n0000650
LU 416 BY STUID: . 00000660
: 11417 IF INFILL = 1 AND IiIFIL2 = 1; _ 00000670 ] L o ]
YW REAUG = REACZ = READ: 00000680
Cjeld LANGL = LANG2 = LANG; . 00000690
; L] 420 AATHG = MATH2 = MATH; 00000700 o L
; e SULSTL = SGLCST2 = SUCST; 00000710
P 422 SCuv = 52 = SC; 00000720
' 423 L L 0000CT30
T 424 00000740 —~x
- 5o
; i NGTE S MISSENG VALJUES #ERE GENEKATED AS A RESULT OF PERFORMING i o Q o
I oy AN GPERATIUN ON MisSING VALUES. P
' S EACH PLACE IS GIVEM bY: (NUABGR UF THEMES) AT (LINE)$(CCLUMN). N3
[ _ =
! o 13 AT 416:13 12 Al 419:13 10 AT 420:13 11 AT 42l:l4 11 AT 422:13 b=
; ’L- NuTk: UATA SET USEKOL0.3Aq3F L1 ms(xzo}osswvanous AND 21 VARIABLESe 46 _03S/TRK. 33?_
- ‘iNUIE- ThE DATA STATENENT USEC 3.81 SECUND> AND 3006K. o
O
|-| 425 DATA BARBFIL2; o 00000750 ‘s
o [+ 420 NPT SCHOOL 1=3 00000760 130
130 “pie GRADE $ 5=6 00000770
, 4 424 STUlD $ 8~14 _ 00000780 e
M STUNAME $ 16-35 00000790 — T T
ik SEMESTER $ 38 00000800 &
| TUTREAD 204.2 00000810 Y- |
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3 SAS L GG VSE 3AS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JGB EV15AS3Y 11211 TUESDAY, DECEFBER 16+ 1986 :
\ .
5]“? a4S _ILILANG  _ 7D4.2 ..._.00000820___ _.__. .. e e - e
| 433 350 TUTMATH 1064.2 00000830
N 434 &55 TLTSUCST 204.2 00000840
)| 435 460 _ TLISCI 104.23 00000850 N - o
| 436 KEEP STUID; 00000860 <
N | 437 CARDS ; 00000870 N
‘ . _ Lo e ———
[‘ume. INVALID UATA FGR TLTREAD IN LINE 438 40-43, 431331 — -
Ch] NJTES INVALID DATA FOR TLTLANG IN LINE 438 45-=48, 432331
P NOTE: 'RVALID OATA FUR TLTMATH IN LINE 438 50«53, 433:31 L B i I
MUTES INVALID vaTA FLR TLI3ULST IN LINE 438 55-58. 434:31 3
I Hole:s INVALID DATA FUR TLISCI IN LINE 4.b 6U=63. 435331 |
Nur&. FURTHER ERROXKS GF _THIS TYPE n'LL GT BE PRINTEDe. e ]
3 UPTIUnS EARURS=es # LIMIT R{ -HED.
. “l
.huu,_uaﬁmunxmmm.&&J_lglusﬁgl 401234567 501234561 601234567 701234557 €0 _ . L i
438 3 09 1957321 OELECN MARTA 0000010

o|~
J SCHUUL=3 SRADE=09 3TUlL=1957321 STUNAHE=DELEGI. MARTA SEMESTER=
fV_ERROR.=1 _N_=l

NUTES JATA SET USEKJV10.8ARBFIL2 HA
luure: THE DATA STATEMENT LSEC 4.62

T

TUTREAD=, TUTLANG=, TUTMATH=. TUTSOCST=. TUISCI=,

167!OG)ERVAIIOVS AND 1 VARIABLES.
GNUS ANJ 306K.

726 033/TKKe.

Qi 4 6US : 00000890
60 PRJIC SIRT: __0Co0d0SdC o R o
007 oV Siulo;: ) 66000510
o : 608 06000920
- 609 _-uJedoos3o e e
1
@' AaxiilN;: SORTSIZE VALUE 1S LESS THAN THE MININUM
: REWUIRED 5V YGJUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY. e _ )
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o HUTC: DATA SET USEROLJ.BARBFIL2 HAS 167 OBSERVATIONS AND 1 VARIABLES. 726 0BS/TRK.
| NOTES THE PROCEDURE SURT USEC 15.15 SECUNDS AND 292K. L L _
® ol DATA BARBFILY: 00000540
W 611 INFILY = ©; 00000950 ~
[ 612 AERGE BARBFIL1 (IN = INFILI) 00000960
@613 BARBFIL2Z (IN = INFIL2): 00000S70
| 614 8Y_STUlD; _ 00000980
615 IF INFILI = 1 ANO IANFILZ = 1; 00030590
® i ol6 0000100 -
1 al? ) 00001010 &
® - o o ® o
@ NUTE: DATA SET USERU19.BAKBFIL1 HA@BSERVANUNS AND 21 VARIABLES. 46 0BS/TRKa =
! NJTE: THE OAFA STATEMENT USED 4.32 SECUNDS aND 306K. w3
m [= B ]
@®lols PRUC >UKT; 00001020 “h ot
o 619 8Y SCHOUL GRACE STUNAFE; ocuolc3o oo
.. 620 00001040 T =
43
LWARNING? SOKTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM
i KtwJIRED OY YJUR SYSTEM SURT OTILITY. B - - -
O..,’ THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ASWGRMALLY.
./ NOTES DATA SET JSEROLJ.BARBFILL HAS_ 100 OBSERVATIONS AND 21 VARIASLES. 46 08S/TRK.
T NUTEs THE PKGCEWURE SURT UsEC 19.00 SECUNDS AND 292K. TTTTTTTT T T T -
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TITLL V1L PROGRAM
PRUEBA = PRt (FALL 1485)
PRJUEBA = POSTY (SPRING 19b6)

TUTOR DATA FILE

SA=B8Y003 0301 11311 TUESCAY, DECEMBER 16, 1986

SA=BY001 0102
SA=8YU0l 0103

SA=8Y001 0105

'NJTL. THE PRL.EDURE MEANS USED 3.50 SECONDS ANV 350K _ANO PRINTED PAGE 4.

N HEAN STANDARD MAX IMUM STD_ERROR
CEVIATIUN VALUE OF HEAN
91 16,4066 5.3080 29.0000 0.6088
160 17.3100 5.8113 29.0C00 0.5811
91 1.1429 4.1755 «19.0000 10,0000 0.4377
92 11,9457 4.5389 20,0000 _ __ 0.6732
190 12,7809 4. 1861 T 21.0000 0.4184
92 049565 3.7119 «12,0000 13.0006 0.3870
94 15.3€17 4. 7501 . 2540000 _ 0.4906 __
99 16,7415 5.1237 28,0000 0.5149
93 1.4301 3.7486 =15.0000 1350000 0.3887
93 1401505 4. 9846 25,0000 0.5169
99 14,9293 5.0066 25.0000 0.5032
92 ©.8370 4.0309 «17.0030 11.0000 0.4202
93 13,6622 4.6b15 23,0000 0.4356
99 14,0570 5.1754 25.0000 0.5201
92 1.2174 3.770 «10.00C0 13,0000 0.3876

LT P

) 26.95__ 0.0001
25.79° " 0.0001
2.61 0.0106-
25.24 0.0001
3005’0 0.0001
2.47 0.0153 -
31.32  0.6001
32.52 0.0001
3.68 0.0006~
_..27.38 __0.0001

29.67 0.G001
1.99 0.049%4-
_28.02  0.0001
2€426 0.0001
301" 0.0023 -~

PROC MEANS MAXOEC=6¢ N NMEAN STD KIN MAX STOERR CV T PRI: 20001170
JAR _RCAD _ REAU2 ' READG . __u0U01180
LAHG  LANGZ  LANGG 00001130

HATH  MATH2  MATHG 00001 200

SQCST  SCCST2  SOCSTG _ ¢0001210 _

sC $C2 SCG 00001220
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00001 240
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TITLE VII P
PAUEBA = PRE
PRUEBA = POST (

RUGRAM
FALL 1985)
SPRING 1986)

SA=8YQ03 0301
SA=BY001 0102
SA=8Y00] 0)03

MEAN

TUTOR DATA FILE

STANDARD

MINIMUN

5A=BY001 0105

HAX IMUM STD_ERROR

CEVIATION

VALUE

VALUE OF MEAN

SCHLOL=30

11:11 TUESDAYs DECEMBER 16y

1986

él.3333
20,8667

11.00C0
9,9000

28.0000
29. 0000 _

Je 10‘)7
14.2208
15,2000

0.7092
17.1538
13,3333

=3.00C0
3.0000

10e 0000

=3.0030
7.00CY
7.0000

ve.9231
15.9167
17.2¢00

1.5000
17.3333
13.0000

9,000y

-)-OUUO
6.0000

-5.,0G60
9.0000
8.0000

6.0000
29.000Y
21.0000

5.0300
25,0060
26,0000

d.0300

23.0000
24,0300

7.0000
22.0009
25,0000 _

0.5000

=3.0000

SCHUOL=052

4. 00C0

l.6018
1.5580
0.7671
1.0810
0.8740
0.7264
1.7016
_1.6055
1.1235
1.5689
1.3739
70.9653
1.3587

_l.3202

0.6793

26.009
28.917
1594.308
27.389
22.269
340.465
35.766
33.918
438.854
34.146
30.937
222.928
264392
28.406
470.976

_12.52

13.32
13.39

C.22
12.16
17.39

1.06
1C.08
11.42

C.82
10.15

0.0001
0.0001
0.8320,
0.0001
0.0001
0.3104-
c.0001
0.0001
0.42732
0.0001
0.0601 _
0.1485~
0.0001
0.0001

1.55
13.13
13 63

T4

lu
i1 READ
.| REAUZ

15.6582
16.6824

55220
5.5746

5.0000
5.0000

29.0000
2640000

-, KLEAJG
LANG
JLANuZ

1.2911
11.5690
12.3529

4.3535
445480
4.1825

=13.0000
1.0000
4.00060

10. 0000
2J.0000
21,9000

W LANGG
) MATH
MAT:2

0.9873
15.0741
16.4643

3.8746
4.4711
4.8927

"12-0000
6.0000
8.0060

13.0010
24.0000
28.0000

0.6191
026047 _
0.4 698
0.5117
0.4537__
0.4359
0.4975
0.5338

MATHL
SGCST
S0CST2?

1.5125
13.3889
14.5238

3.7179
4.89064
4.87086

=15.0000
3.0000
2.0000

13.0000
25.0000
25.0000

SOCSTO
5C
SC2

0.7375
12.9753
14.1071

4.1331
4.3074
4.9892

«17.0000
3.0000
3.0000

11.0000
23.0000
25.0000

5C6

1.3250

3.8304

13,0000

NUTE: THE PRUCELURE MEANS USED 6.04 SECONDS AND 350K AND PRINTEO PAGE 5.

0.4157
0.5440
0.5314

0.4621

0.4853
0.5444%
0.4338

4 641
642

PROC SORT;

BY GRADE:

3

00001260

35.142
33.416
337.180
39.310

__33.858

392.429
29.701
29.717

245.810

35.254
33.535
560.414
33.659
35,366
292.861

00001250 ~

25.29
27459

0.0001
0.0001

2,64
22.61
27.23

“2.26
30430
30.84

0.0lvul
0.0001
n.0001

0.0001
0.0001

0.4774.

0.0263.

3.64
25453
27.33

0.0005
0.0001

T1.60

26.74

25491

i
1
|
r
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3.05

0.0031- -
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|
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WARWING: SURTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MININUM

REGUIRED 8Y YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.

THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMIMNATE ABHUREALLY.

.{ NOTE:

1643
644
645
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READ2
LANG2
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LANGG
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%44
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SaCsT6
5CG3}

1 NOTES DATA SET USERO1O.BARBFILL HAS 100 OBSERVATIONS 4ND 21 VARIABLES. 46 00S/TRK.
THE PRGCEDURE SURT USED 19.01 SECONDS AND 2S2K.
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Title VII Program
CRITERION-REFERENCED TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST
Appendix D
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CRITERION-REFERENCED TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST

Purpose

A criterion-referenced teacher competency checklist was developed and
administer d to provide information concerning:

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII program be continued as it
1s, moditied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-7. Did high school teachers participating
in the tSL endorsement training program demonstrate improvement in
required competency areas?

Information Need 12. Did the project meet its objectives?

Participating teachers will master at least 85% of the
project-related staff development skills presented to them during
endorsement training sessions as measured by teacher competency
checklist and university endorsement course examinations.

Procedure

A criterion-referenced teacher competency checklist called the Teacher Self
Inventory was developed by the Office of Evaluation and Research staff in
coordination with the project director and project specialist. See Attachment
D-1. It was administered as a pre- and post self-inventory of teacher
competency in the instruction of LEP students. The Teacher Self Inventory was
administered twice during the second course in the projected four course ESL
endorsement sertes. The pretest was administered at the first class meeting in
January, and the posttest was given during the last class session in April,
1986.

The Teacher Self Inventory was not administered during the first course in the
ESL endorsement series because the course focused upon language development
and acquisition. The self-inventory was thought to be a more appropriate
measure of teacher adaptation of the second course's content which dealt with
ESL methodology and its application to the classroom.

Specific ways in which the achievement of objectives were measured by the
teacher survey and endorsement course grades will be discussed under results.
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Results

Evaluation Question D1-7. Did high school teachers participating in the ESL
endorsement training program demonstrate improvement in required competency
areas?

In order to answer this question, the results of the Teacher Self Inventory
were looked at in three ways. First, a frequency of response was calculated
for each of the 12 items on the pre- and post-survey with corresponding
percentages tabulated for each frequency. Second, the mean response for each
item was computed with SAS. Third, the means on the pre-versus post-survey
items were tested using the General Linear Models regression procedure of the
SAS statistical package SA-BY003-01-01 in the EPIN library. This provided a t
test of differences in means.

It should be noted that it was not possible to match individual teachers' pre-
and postratings because teachers responded anonymously. Therefore, the mean
represents the average of the composite loadings of each of the twelve items.
The comparison made is between the two groups' (pre- and post-survey) average
item response. The reader is cautioned that 4 more people filled out pre-
surveys than post-surveys. It is possible that these respondents were more
negative or positive than the rest of the group initially. The reader should
also be cautioned that with the small N, it is more difficult to obtain
significance.

There was a positive pattern of movement between the pre- and post-surveys.
(See Figures D-1 and D-2.) The means increased for 11 of 12 items. However,
regressioh analyses revealed these differences were significant in only two
cases (items 5 and 9).

o Item #5--On the post-survey, 46% more respondents felt that their
organization of instruction was adequate to meet the needs of LEP
students. Those who disagreed decreased by 43%. This finding was
statistically significant.

o Item #9--On the post-survey, 20% more respondents felt they were able
to use audiovisual equipment effectively to augment LEP student
learning. Those who disagreed decreased by 35%. (Those who were
neutral increased by 15%.) This finding was statistically significant.

Some of the interesting patterns of movement found were:
o Item #1--On the post-survey, 26% more respondents telt prepared to teach

LEP students than on the pre-surveys. Those with neutral feelings
decreased by 28%.

o Item #4--On the post-survey, 18% more respondents saw themselves able
to respond to LEP students' language needs. Those who were neutral or
disagreed decreased by 20%.
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Item #6--On the post-survey, 44% more respondents saw themselves as
adequate in helping LEP students stay on task. Those who were neutral
or disagreed decreased by 45%.

o Item #10--On the post-survey, 30% more respondents felt that they
employed varied and student-appropriate evaluation strategies when
assessing students. Those who were neutral or disagreed decreased by
31%.

Based on an item by item consideration, almost three-quarters of the teachers
as opposed to less than half before, now feel prepared to teach LEP students.
In addition, at least 70% of the posttest respondents also see themselves as

competent in working with LEP students in terms of:

o responding to specific language needs,

o helping students stay on task,

o making content area relevant and useful, and

o developing appropriate objectives.

Information Need I2. Did the project meet its objectives? Participating
teachers will master at least 85% of the project-related staff development
skills presented to them during endorsement training sessions as measured by
teacher competency checklist and university endorsement course examinations.

In order to measure achievement of this objective, first the teacher self
inventories (teacher competency check]ists% were looked at individually. Of
the 14 teachers responding, 6 reported feeling competent on 85% of the items
(agreed or strongly agreed). It should be noted that 83.3% was the actual
criterion used as it represented 10 out of 12 positive responses. Thus the
objective was not met as stated based on this measure.

Next, course grades for the project teachers were examined. A grade of "A" or
"B" was used as the criterion for determining a maste~y level of at least

85%. Of the 17 who completed the course, 10 or 59% met the criterion for
staff development skill mastery. This also does not provide support for
achievement of this criterion.

According to these data, project teachers are increasing their ESL
instructional skills after two courses in the projected four course ESL
endorsement series. However, as a group, they diu not meet the projected 85%
mastery level.

1
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1. 1 feel prepared to teach LEP students.

Pre-survey Post-survey
N=17 N=1%
Response Number of Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 6 (35%) 5 (36%)
Agree 2 (11%) 5 (36%)
Neutral 6 (35%) 1 (07%)
Disagree 3 (18%) 3 (21%)

Strongly Disagree
No Response

2. 1 am comfortable teaching my content area to LEP students.

Pre-survey Post-survex
:1/ =

Response Number of Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 3 (18%) 6 (43%)
Agree 9 (53%) 4 EZQ%;
Neutral 2 (12% 1 (07%
Disagree 2 12%; 1 {37%)
Strongly Disagree 1 (06%) 1 {07%)
No Response 1 (07%)

3. I am able to elicit class participation from my LEP students.

Pre-survey Post-surve
Response Number of Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 3 (18%) 3 (21%)
Agree 6 (35%) 2 (36%)
Neutral 5 (29%) 5 (36%)
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
No Response 3 (18%) 1 (07%)

Figure D-1. ITEM BREAKDOWN BY NUMBER AND PERCENTS ON THE PRE-AND
POST-SURVEYS. (Page 1 of 4)
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4. I am able to respond to LEP students' language needs.

Pre-survey Post-survey

Response Number of Responses Number of Resporises
Strongly Agree 4 (24%) 3 (21%)

Agree 5 (29%) 7 (50%)
Neutral 2 (12%) 2 (14%)
Disagree 2 (12%) 1 (07%)
Strongly Disagree 3 (18%) 1 (07%)

No Response 1 (06%)

5. My present organization of instruction is adequate to meet the needr

of LEP students.
Pre-survey Post-survey

Response Number of Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 2 (12%) 1 (07%)

Agree 1 (06%) 8 (57%)
Neutral 4 (24%) 3 (21%)
Disagree 9 (53%) 2 (14%)
Strongly Disagree 1 (06%)

No Response

6. I can adequately help my LEP students stay on task.

Pre-survex Pgst-survex

Response Number o7 Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 2 (12%) 2 (14%)

Agree 5 (29%) 10 (71%)
Neutral 4 (24%)

Disagree 6 (35%) 1 (07%)
Strongly Disagree 1 (07%)

No Response

7. My instruction of the content area is relevant to and useful for

LEP students.
Pre-survey Post-survey

Response Number of kesponses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 3 (18%) 5 (36%)
Agree 7 (41%) 5 236%)
Neutral 4 (24%) 3 (21%)
Disagree 1 (06%) 1 (07%)
Strongly Disagree 2 (12%)
No Response

. | 143
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8. I can adequately design objectives appropriate for the needs and
achievement of my LEP students.

Pre=-surve Post=-surve

Response Number ot Responses Numoer OT Respoiises
Strongly Agree 2 (18% 5 (36%)

Agree 7 (41% £ (36%)
Neutral 4 (24%) 3 (21%)
Disagree 1 06%{ 1 (07%)
Strongly Disagree 2 (12%

No Response

9. I can utilize audiovisual equipnent effectively to augment LEP

s udent learning.
Pre-survey Post-survey

Response Number of Responses fiumber of Re_ponses
Strongly Agree 2 (12%) 4 (29%)

Agree 8 (47%) 7 (50%)
Neutral 1 ?06%% 3 (21%)
Disagree 5 (29%

Strongly Jdisagree 1 (06%

No Response

10. I employ varied and student-appropriate evaluation strategies when
assessing my LEP students.

Pre-survey Pgst-survez

Response Number of Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 2 (12%) 3 (21%)
Agree 5 29%; 7 50%{
Neutral 9 (53% 3 (21%
Disagree 1 (06%) 1 (07%)

Strongly Disagree
N0 Response

Figure D-1. (Pay.: 3 of 4)
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11. In terms of my instructional objectives, I am able to individualize
activities appropriate for the special needs and achievement levels

my LEP students.
Pre-survey Post-survey

Response Number of Responses Number of Responses
Strongly Agree 2 (12%) 2 (14%)

Agree 5 (29% 5 §36%;
Neutral 5 (29% 6 (43%
Disagree 4 (24%) 1 (07%)
Strongly Disagree 1 (06%)

No Response

12. 1 employ a variety of strategies to clarify instructic-
(¢.g. modeling, audiovisual examples, whole group responses, etc.).

Pre-surve Post-survey

N;I7_____X =1
Response ~Number of Responses iumber of Responses
Strongly Agree 5 (29%) 3 (21%)
Agree 5 (29% 8 (57%
Neutral 5 (29% 2 (14%
Disagree 1 (06%)
Strongly Disagree 1 (06%) 1 (07%)
No Response
Figure D-1. (Page 4 of 4)

150
APPENDIX D

8




N Mean
Pre Post Pre Post

1. I feel prepared to teach
LEP students. 17 14 3.53 3.86

2. 1 am comfortable teaching
my content area to LEP. 17 13 3.70 4.00

3. I am abie to evoke class
participation of my
LEP students. 14 14 3.86 3.71

4. I am responsive to
LEP students' needs. 16 14 3.44 3.71

5. My present organization of
instruction is adequate to
meet the needs of LEP
students. 17 14 2.59 3.57*

6. I can adequately help my
LEP students stay on task. 17 14 3.18 3.8C

7. My instruction of the
content area is relevant to
and useful for LEP students. = 17 14 3.53 4.07

8. I can adequately design
objectives appropriate for
the needs of my LEP
students. 17 14 3.65 3.86

9. I can utilize audiovisual
equipment effectively to
augment LEP student
learning. 17 14 3.29 4.07*

10. I employ varied and student-
appropriate evaluation
strategies when assessing my
LEP students. 17 14 3.47 3.86

*Items showing statistically significant gains.

Figure D-2. AVERAGE FREQUENCIES FOR TEACHER SELF INVENTORY ITEMS.
(Page 1 of 2)
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Pre

Item N

Post

Mean
Pre

Post

11. In terms of my instructional
objectives, I am able to
individualize activities
appropriate for the special
needs and levels of my
LEP students. 17

12. I employ a variety of
strategies to clarify
instruction (e.g. m deling,
audiovisual examples, whole
groud responses, etc.) 17

14

14

3.18

3.71

The scale ranged from Strongly Agree (5) to Strengly Disagree (1)
*Items showing statistically significant gains.

3.57

3.86

Figure D-2. (Page 2 of 2)
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEWS

Purpose

Adninistrator interviews were conducted by the evaluator to provide information
concerning:

Decision Ques.ion D1: Shouid the Title VII program be continued as it
is, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-8. What concerns/strengths about the
implementation of the project were identified by:

a) Project administrator ?

b) Campus administrators:

Evaluation Question D1-9. Was the program implemented as planned?

Information Need I2. Did the project meet its objectives?

Procedure

To address the evaluation questions associated with the Title VII program
implementation and effectiveness, interviews were conducted with the project
campus' administrators, the project director, and the project specialist. All
interviews were conducted by the program evaluation associate in the offices
of the staff.

Separate interview foims for camwus and project administrators were developed
by the ORE staff to guide the inlerviews as shown in Attachments E-1 and E-3.
Some questions were common to both.

During March and April of 1986, campus administrators were interviewed at the
four project schools. These were the principals who worked most closely with
the LEP student population. However, when making the first appointments for
interviews, the principals pointed out the key involvement and awareness of
the staff member serving as the school's LEP ccordina’or. Therefore, it was
decided to conduct the interview with both the admin ,trator and LEP
coordinator present.

The project director and project specialist were interviewed together during
the month of May, 1986.

Notes from the four campus interviews were paraphrased by the evaluation
associate and recorded on a composite interview questionnaire (Attachments E-2
and E-4). Confidentiality was provided by designating the campus interviews
by "school number" and recording the project administrators' responses
together.

q
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Results

Evaluation Question D1-8. What concerns/strengths about the implementation of
the project were identified by:

a) Project administrators?

b) Campus administrators?

Campus Administrator Interviews

In general, the schools' administrators believed that Title VII was having a
positive overall impact. Specifically, all noted positive gains in:

e LEP student attendance,

e Self concept and school attitude of LEP students,

® Acquisition of English language skills and academic content of
achievement of LEP students.

In regard to the three p:ogram components:
® All four schools thought the staff development component was
*mostly" successful.
¢ Three schools' administrative staffs judged the curriculum component
to be "mostly" successful. One thought it was “"somewhat" successful,
e The tutor component was believed to be “"completely" successful
by two schools while one school said they had "no idea" about
its success. This school had just had tutors for 2 1/2 months
prior to the interview. The fourth school did not have tutors.

Complete results are shown in Attachment E-2.

Project Administrators' Interview

Both the project cocrdinator and project specialist saw the three Title VII
components as being successfully implemented. Specifically they believe:

® Project teachers are adapting content areas appropriately for

LEP students.

Very few students involved have dropped out.

Teacher competency in instruction of LEP students is increasing.
LEP student attendance is increasing.

Teachers have a more positive image of LEP students; to the extent
this]is conveyed to the students, a more positive self-concept may
result.

Coordination is improving among and between teachers as a result
of videotaping in endorsement classes.

Tutoring assistance is impacting LEP students' learning and
knowledge of Engl ;h.
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The project coordinator and project specialist made these recommendations for
modifications or improvements:

The ESL endorsement program should continue.

The tutor program should be expanded.

Workshop training sessions should be continued with an advanced series
of topics concerning instruction of LEP students (Listed in
Attachment E-4).

Videotapes and the handbook bibliography should be consolidated for
greater accessibil®ty.

Title VII should be expanded to include other LEP groups.

Complete results are shown in Attachment E-4,

There is a general pattern of positive agreemznt among the administrators,
project coordinator, and project specialist concerning implementation of the
three program components. Observations were particularly positive at those
schools which had larger Hispanic LEP populations, more teachar participants
in training activities, and/or had university tutoring assistance for two
semesters.

156
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(Page 1 of 5)

Campus Administrator Interview Questions

1. How well have project teachers implemented Title VII program objectives
with LEP students in terms of successes or problems in the following:

Adapting the content areas to meet the reeds and levels of the LEP
students?

Developing appropriate and varied strategies for evaluation of LEP
students?

Decreasing the dropout rate of LEP students?

APPENDIX E
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(Page 2 of 5)

Demonstrating increased competency in instruction of LEP students?

2. 30 you feﬁl Title VII has impacted LEP student attendance?
er | o
Comments: ~—

3. In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the self-concept and
school attitude of LEP students?

Yes, A Lot To Some Extent Not At All
1 2 3
Comments:
|
:
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Attachment E-1
(Page 3 of 5)

4. In our opinion, what impact has Title VII had upon the acquisition of
English language skills and academic content achievement of LEP students?

5. What coordination are you aware of that has occurred among ESL and
content area teachers?

Has it improved? Yes No
Is it adequate? Yes No
Comments:

6. Did any problem(s) occur which could impact Title VII program outcomes on
your campus (teacher ratings, achievement of students)?
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(Page 4 of 5,

7. How successful do you believe each of the Title VII components were this

year?
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
1 2 3 4
Staff Development 1 2 3 4
Tutors 1 2 3 4
Curriculum Development 1 2 3 4

Comments:

8. What recommendations do you have for modifications or improvement of the
Title VII program in terms of:

Staff Development?

Tutors?

APPENDIX E
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Curriculum Development?

9. Do you think that other campuses would henefit from having Title VII
services available for LEP students?
Yes No

Why or why not?

10. Overall, do you feel Title VII has had an impact?

1 .
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Attachment E-2
(Page 1 of 6)

Campus Administrator Interview Questions

1. How well have project teachers implemented Title VII program objectives
with LEP students in terms of successes or problems in the following:

Adapting the content areas to meet the needs and levels of the LEP

students?

School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Some great changes! Students say that they are more
ccnfortable and that the attitude toward them has changed.
Teachers are using more appropriate texts, and lesson plans
are more tailor-made. Teachers appear more comfortable
asking for help. They perceive more support with more
resources available. Also, they are more abnle to adapt or
make appropriate materials for LEP students.

Title VII's ESL training and endorsement program have
impacted a low failure rate. This is credited to the Title
VII funds that were used for computer software, student
workbooks, and tests.

There were no complaints of any kind from students or anyone
else. No one has come to either the administrator

or LEP coordinator with problems about LEP students. The ESL
teacher has worked with students outside of school hours, and
other teachers have come to her to consult about LEP students.

They have adapted it well. Several ESL students have made
the horor roll.

Developing appropriate and varied strategies for evaluation of LEP

students?
School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Teachers have a better handle on it, because they are now
more able to adapt materials. Expectations are more
realistic. Tools used to evaluate are more catered to
students.

The Prueba Riverside test is a new evaluation tool and will
be used to determine what's happening to Spanish skills,

I don't feel comfortable in answering. The teachers would
have to answer.

They're in the process of ¢oing it now. This is the goal
monitoring stage.
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Decreasing the dropout rate of LEP students?
School #1 Absolutely. It's increased the hoiding po: 2r,

School #2 Hard to say. Prevention is hard to measure. The tutors are
helping and will help students (LEP) who are marginal. This
program has only ween 1n effect this year, since November.
This is a gut-level reaction.

School #3  Having outstanding people in the teaching role is the key here.

School #4 It has improved since the beginning of the year. We have
98-99% holding power for LEP students.

Dewonstrating increased competency in instru. ion of LEP students?

Schoo! #1 This is reflected in the attitude of students, teachers, and
retention of students.

School #2  ESL training has helped out a lot, especially the content area
teachers. I think this is due to both training and workshops
awd the techniques to overcome fear. Teachers are requesting
more LEP students.

School #3 This is aifficult to answer.

Schaol #4  They work very closely with students. Teachers are still in
the training process, and raot all LEP students are with
trained teachers. However, LEP students receive instruction in
the basic academic areas with trained teachers.

Do you feel Title VII has impacted LEP student attendance?
Yes//| No___
Commencs:

School #1  Yes, significantly. It has been a tremendous over the last
couple of years.

School #2 Yes, student aides have improved self-concepts. Title VII
funds and training have helped a grea® deal with the LEP
population, the majority of which are Hispanic.

School #3 It hus had a great deal to do with their attendance. But, it
may be due a great deal to the teachers, too.

Schoel #4  They have good attendance. They're enriched. T.e, reel that
cchool is home. They want to learn.
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(Page 3 of 6)

3. In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the self-concept and
school attitude of LEP students?

Yes, A Lot To Some Extent Not At All
14y . 3
Commer *s:

School #1 Students find themselves fitting into a program and getting the
skills they need. The Hispanic students' organization is
active anc Title VII project teachers are the majority of those
helping the students plan the Cinco de Mayo celebration.

School #2 Yes, a lot, through wondertul principal backing and teachers
who have attended workshops.

School #3 (No additional comment.)
School #4 Absolutely.

4. In your opinion, what impact has Title VII nad upon the acquisition of
English language skills and academic content achievement of LEP students?

School #1 It has undoubtedly made a significant impact upon students by
helping teachers help students.

Schonl #2 We will be able to have a more objective report after ITBS
testing, The ESL teacher breaks up his class into three groups
with the Title VII tutor, another university tutor from a
different education class, and himsel:. Tutor: are a great
help.

School #3 Considerable. This is pecause of the feedback the ESL teacher
gets from the other five teachers who instruct LEP students.

School #4 Students are now making the honor roll. Students have made
documented gains in reading.

5. What coordination are you aware of that has occurred among ESL and content
area teachers?

Has it improved? Yes /// No /
Is it adequate? Yes;// No Ves bet ,n,-5471 ro? be L

Comments:

School #1 Project Assist is also helping LEP students. Title VII
terchers are sharing concerns and ideas with Project Assist
teachers.
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0. APPENSIX E
12




Attachment E-2
(Page 4 of 6)

School #2 1t was good but now it's even better. Teachers get together to
place students, paving the way ror student transition,
coordination of materials. Three times a week teachers stay
over to give help to students. Coordination may not be
adequate because of time constraints. No time is allotted for

coordination, It is just squeezed in at present.

School #3 The ESL teacher works extremely well with teachers of LEP
Studanis, .

School #4 This has been a year of implementation. Our attendance rate
and scholastic success has been noted by TBE The coordination
is gcsd but more is still needed.

6. Did any problem(s) occur which could impact Title \.l program outcomes on
your campus (teacher ratings, achievement of students)?

School #1 No.

School #2 Hard to say. May be better observed by the central
administration. Seemed fine here on the receiving end. We
want more teachers. Bilingual teachers have the most
students. One class is at 36 students.

School #3 The major problem was distribution of materials. Wher you
called to requist materials, they had more of what you had not
what you needed.

School #4 At the beginning there was some resistance from the teachers.
We did not have enough time to do adequate public relations.

7. How ;uccess Jul do you believe each of the Title VII components were this
year

Complately Mostly Somewhat Not At All
1 2 3 4
Staff Development 1 2.0t/ 3 4
Tutors Vo Tdea L 10 2 3 4 VA L
Curriculum Development 1 2 nr 3/ 4
Comments:

School #1 Tutors are great. Teachers are still saying more, more for
curriculum development.

School #2 (No additional comment).

School #3 Only six to eight teachers are involved in staff development,
although they have discussed this with other teachers.

School #4 1It's hard to say, because we're in the early stages of
implementation.

o
()
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(Page 5 of 6)

8. What recommendations do you have for modifications or improvement of the

Title VII program in terms of:

Staff Development?

School #1

School #2

School #3
School #4
Tutors?

School #1

Schooi #2

School #3
School #4

It depends on who moderates it. Teachers need refresher
courses, a boost from time to time. "Where am I now? Where do
I need to go?" The most critical area is reading comprehersion,

Involve all my staff. It should not be voluntary (workshops).
We are a special scaool. The students should be sent home
early so that the teachers are not giving more extra time.
Workshops should be held three times a year. They should focus
on sensitivity and removing fears. Usually the child is so
ready to learn. The entire staff should be involved so
everyone is able to take kids.

I don't have any.
We need more teacher training. Now we have our core people.

Send more, They're doing very well.
as the students.

They're learning as much

More! More contact hours. What we have has been great.
Everybody should have them. When the art teacher has two
tutors all goes well. If she had them every day---

(No additional comment.)

(Not applicable.)

Curriculum Development?

School #1
School #2

School #3
School #4

I don't feel qualified to answer.

The LEP coordinator and his department were to be paid a flat
rate for two weeks in *he summer by the district. This does
not reflect the many hours of research and planning the project
would have necessitated. People burn out when they ar2 not
paid a comparable wage for their time and effort and you lose a
valuable resourrs,

(No additional comment.)

(No additional comment.)

APPENDIX E
14




86.25

Attachment E-2
(Page 6 of 6)

9. Do you think that other campuses would benefit from having Title VII
services available for LEP students?
Yesi! No__ Ves, Qualfied

Why or why not?

School #1

School #2

School #3
School #4

10. Overall,
School #1

School #2

School #3
School #4

They would benefit if they had the situation we have. Without
the numbers, it tends to isolate the student. Without enough

I would think so but wouldn't want to give up our program.
Maybe for Vietnamese » other LEP's. Our overall
enrollment is decreasing but the LEP student population will
stay the same or increase. It has been increasing 20 percent
per year.

I would presume so.

Absolutely. Right now we have a waiting list of students.

do you feel Title VII has had an impact?

Absolutely. Very positively. The project specialist has done
a tremendous job.

We're definitely better off than before the Title VII program.
Our school is more cost effective for impacting LEP students.

Yes, with our students.

Definitely.

16/
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(Page 1 of 4)

Coordinator/Specialist Interview Questions

1. Was Title VII implemented as } anned?
Completely Mostly To Lome Extent Not At All
1 2 3 4

What deviations, discrepancies, and/or modifications have occurred?

Did any problems occur which affected just one or some of the campuses
and which could impact program outcomes (teacher ratings, achievement of
students)?

2. MWhat expectations did you have for project effectiveness 1n terss of
attendance at inservice, participation in endorsement clusses, tra1n1ng
outcomes, use of techniques?

Were your expectations met?

Yes___ No
Comments:

3. How well have project teachers implemented Title VII program objectives
with LEP students in terms of successes or problems in the following:

Adapting the content areas to meet the needs and levels of the LEP

students?
168
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Developing appropriate and varied strategies for evaluation of LEP
students?

Decreasing the dropout rate of LEP students?

Demonstrating increasing competency in instruction of LEP students?

4. Do you feel Title VII has impacted LEP student attendance?

Yes  No___
Comments:

5. In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the self-concept and

school attitude of LEP ctudents?

Yes, A Lot To Some Extent Not At All
1 2 3

Comments:

What coordination has occurred among ESL and content area teachers?

Has it improved? Yes No

Is it adequate? Yes__ No___
15y
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Comments:

7. Did Title VII enhance the TBE services for the participating (A & B)
Hispanic LEP students?
Yes No_
Comments:

8. In your opinion, what impact has Title VII had upon the acquisition of
English language skills and academic content achievement of LEP students?

9. How successful do you believe each of the Title VII components were this

year?
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
1 2 2 4
Staff Development 1 2 3 4
Tutors 1 2 3 4
Curriculum Development 1 2 3 4
Comments:

i 10. What recommendations do you have for modifications or improvement of the
| Title VII program in terms of:
|
| Staff Development?
170
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Tutors?

Curriculum Development?

11. Do you think *hat other campuses would benefit from having Title VII
services avai.ible for LEP students?
Yes_ No_

¥hy or why not?

12. How do you think the project has been received at the other four ~ampuses?
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Coordinator/Specialist Interview Questions

1. Was Vitle VII implemented as planned?
Completely Hozf%g To Some Extent Not At A1l
1 3 4

What deviations, discrepancies, and/or modifications have occurred?

Major program changes did not occur. One of the major changes was that
the project specialist was not hired until September 1, the evaluator
associate until September 24, and the secretary until October or
November, 1985. Also, the original proposal did not s?ecify how the
tutor component was to be carried out. There were really no deviations
or discrerancies except for the timeline which was due to the grant
coming in € months later than expected. Projected medifications in the
designated project schools were sent to Washiagton for approval.

Did any problems occur which affected just one or some of the campuses
and which could impact program outcomes (teacher ratings, achievement of
students)?

There were none.

2. MWhat expectations did you have for project effectiveness in terms cof
attendance at inscrvice, participation in endorsement classes, training
outcomes, use of techniques?

The grant specified paid tuition would be provided for 15 teachers. This
was met. We had a very good cross section of staff attending workshop
sessions. The videotapes (used in the endorsement classes% give good
evidence of teaching techniques. The sensitivity and knowledge is there.
Over 90 percent are applying techniques and experiencing success.

Were your expectations met?

Yes ! No

172
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3. How well have project teachers implemented Title VII program objectives
with LEP students in terms of successes or problems in the following:

Adapting the content areas to meet the needs and levels of the LEP
students?

They've adapted them well,

Developing appropriate and varied strategies for evaluation of LEP
students?

This is not a current objective of the program, but it is a number one
priority for next year. We want to do an on-site inservice in this

area. We're already werking with individual teachers now, modeling
student evaluation for them. There is a tremendous need fo: %inis type of
assessment in schools.

Decreasing the dropsut rate of LEP students?

I've talked with members of each school and noted what happened to
students who were not there for posttesting. Most had moved. There are
very, very few dropouts, At Travis and Johnston there¢ are no dropouts.

At Anderson there was one dropout and at Murchison there were 11 dropouts.

Demonstrating increasing competency in instruction of LEP students?
Great!

4, Do you feel Title VII has impacted LEP student attendance?
Yesi!  No
Comments:

At Travis the attendance is excellent. I've had minimal make-ups at
Travis (posttesting) because students have been there. Attendance has
improved over the year at Murchison., I noticed this when I went back to
do the posttests. Compared to the beginning of the year, when I had to
go back again and again, I only had to go back twice. They still are
having problems with the buses and that's probably the nuiber one problem
impacting attendance at Murchison. But, the problem is less now than it
was at the beginning of the year. Anderson and Johnston have had good
attendarce, but I don't know whether this has been due to Title VII or
not. There are so few LEP students at Johnston and Ancderson. They don't
volunteer to go into an environment which 1s not in their language unless
they want to be there.
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5.

Attachment E-4
(Page 3 of 4)

In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the self-concept and
school attitude of LEP students?
Yes Lot To Some Extent Not At All

2 3

Comments:

It has positively impacted the teachers' image of a LEP student and
tnat in turn has to have impacted the student.

What coordination has occurred among ESL and content area teachers?

Has it improved? Yes // o

Is it adequate? Yes/  No

Commeits:

It is adequate but it could always be improved. Videotaping developed a
lot of fellowship because teachers had to meet togethe.”. This is tied to
the endorsement class and coming together to meet for three hours each
week. Anot.er example of this is the supplemental materials purchased by
Title VII that are available for check out at all the schools.

Did Title VII enhance the TBE services for the participating (A & B)
Hispanic LEP students?

Yes )y No___
Comments:
Definitely.

In ) uar opinion, what impact has Title VII had upon the acquisition of
English iTanguage skills and academic content achievement of LEP students?

The students' scores (posttest) will show it. Tutors have ha” a big
impact. They have clarified assignments and have helped with homework.

How ;uccessful do you believe each of the Title VII components were this
year

Completely Mustly Somewhat Not At All
1 2 3 4
Staff Development 2 3 4
Tuto:rs 2 3 4
Curriculum Development 1 (Z:) 3 4
Comments:

The curriculum development is by no means complete but has an excellent
start. The videotapes will be invaluable. We're happy with what has
been done but there is more to be accomplished.
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Attachment E-4
(Page 4 of 4)

10. What recommendations do you have for modifications or improvement of the
Title VII program in terms of:

Staff Development?

The endorsement program should be continued. There should be an advanced
workshop series to include evaluation of students, planning and
organization of instruction, demonstration of teaching strategies through
videotaping, and computer assisted instruction and evaluation of computer
software.

Tutors?
More! St. Edward's University will participate next year. It is not as
effective to have the university tutors put in large blocks of time in
the beginning. It is better to assign one tutor to one teacher for one
period for a full semester.
Curriculum Development?
We need to pull it together into a usable form in the second year.

11. Do you think that other campuses would benefit from having Title VII

services available for LEP students?
Yes /) No

Why or why not?

Other LEP language groups (non-Hispanic) would benefit. Almost all A&B
Hispanic LEP students are now being served.

12. How do you think the project has been received at the four campuses?

It has been received extremely well by principals, content area teachers,
ESL teachers, universicy staffs, and the parent community.
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TEACHER. SURVEY

Purpose

Questions were included in the districtwide survey for teachers and
administrators of Title VII program student participants. Responses provided
information concerning the following questions:

Decision Juestion D1: Should the Titl VII Program be continued as it
1S, modiftied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-8. What concerns/strengths about the
inplementation of the project were identified by project *aachers?

Evaluation Question D1-9. Was the program implemented as planned?

Information Need 12. Did the project meet its obje..ives?

Procedure

Surveys

Gne half of the AISD's teachers are surveyed in the fall and one half in the
spring with questions on a wide variety of topics. Teacher Survey quesiions
wei 2 gererated by the Offic2 of Research and Evaluation (ORE) staff with input
from the program director and prograii specialist. These questions were
designed to elicit information abou* the implementation and effectiveness of
the three program components: stafi training, tutorial services, and
curriculum development. The Teacher Survey questions were then passed on to
the cvaluation associate for Management Information who sends out surveys
anr#31ly to about one half of all teachers and administrators in Austin
Inacpendent School District (AISD). (Se> Attachment F-1 for details.)

The Teacner Survey was sent 0 pruject participant teachers in the
Distr.ctwide Survey on April 26, 1986. This year the surveys went out later
than other years. The surveys were attached to a memo that explained why the
surveys were late (see Attichment F-2 ). .

It shotld be noted that the item response rate for endorsement teachers and
teachers with tutors was lower than the repotted gerera” response rate of all
teachers and administers surveyed. Whereas the overall response rate was as
high as 98% (See Attachment F-1), item resporses of the endorsement teachers
ranged between 32% and 52%; out of 23 asked 9-12 resp.nded. Of the surveyed
teachers with tutors, item responses were received from 45%; 9 out of 20
responded. Subsequently, sample sizes were small and usually represent 4U% to
5C% of those surveyed. It is not clear why the response rate was not higher.
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A low response rate was also noted for open-ended questions sent tc endorsement
teachers which addressed training effectiveness (See Figure F-3). As can be
seen, less than one-third of those surveyed responded (7 out of 23 teachers).
Whether these respondents were representative of the total sz.ple of endorse-
ment teachers and/or only those who had stronger motivation to <omply with the
survey request is questionable. This makes interpretation difficult;
subsequently, the responses are left unsummarized.

Also, the Likert-type response scale used in the tutor survey items was
altered by the district management evaluation associate or program analyst.
This caused a problem in the case of three items (Figure F-1; Items 118, 119,
& 120) where the original five point scale, ranging from “strongly agree to
strongly disagree," was changed to a four point scale, ranging from “greatly
to none" (greatly, some, little, none). It was unclear whether an answer of
"some" was a positive or neutral resmonse. Also, there seemed to be a big
Jjump between the choict of "“greatly" and "some".

Items concerning program objectives (Ttems 134-136) were sent to endorsement
teachers only, If teachers with tutors had been asked about the effectiveness
of pro?ram objectives, ratings might have been higher. Teachers with tutors
generally indicated that the tutc: component contributed to student gains in
academic and English language skills.

Sample

Items given to the two groups varied.

GROUP ITEM NUMBERS
Teachers with Tutors (Figure F-1) 113-120
Endorsement Teachers(Figure F-2)* 121-138

Two teachers were participants of both groups and received all questions.

*Endorsement teachers' responses to open-ended questions are shown
in Figure F-3.

&
Results

Eva’uvation Question D1-8: Wit concerns/strengths about the
impiementation of the project were identified by project teachers?

Project endorsement teachers were surveyed; opinions from this group
were mixed about training effectiveness.
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Thus,

Half of the endorsement indicated that their training was almost always
or frequently interesting and informative; 50% said this was sometimes
or rarely true. (Figure F-2; Item 122,N=10)

0f those responding, 40% (N=4) of the teachers asked indicated that
their trainers were almost always or frequently knowledgeable and well
prepared. However, 60% (N=6) of the total said that this was sometimes
true. (Figure F-2; item 121, N=10)

Half of the teachers asked indicated that their training almost always
or frequently reinforced old skills; 50% responded that this was
sometimes the case. (Figure F-2; Item 125, N=10)

0f the teachers responding, as many indicated (N=3) that their training
almost alwzys or frequently presented new skills as responded (N=3)
that it rarely or almost never did (30% each). The remaining 40% (N=4)
respgnded that this was sometimes the case. (Figure F-2; Item 124,
N=10

More than one-fourth (27.3%, N=4)) indicated that Title VII training
irformation was almost always or frequently useful in the classioom;
7?.7? (N=8) said that this was sometimes true. (Figure F-2; Item 126,
N:-11

A majority of the teachers (63.6%, N=7) responded that the students
sometimes benefitted because they had received Title VII training. Of
the remaining 4 respondents, as many said (18.2%) this was frequently
the case as indicated (18.2%) this was rarely or almost never true.
(Figure F-2; Item 128, N=11)

One-third of the teachers (33.45%, N=4) indicated that the program was
impiemented as planned; 58.3% (N=7) said that this was sometimes true
and 8.3% {N=1) responded that this was rarely the case. (Figure F-2;
Item 134, N=12)

The percentage of teachers who indicated they used these techniques
almost always or frequently was:

--- Whole class - 63.1% (N=11),

--- Large group (more than 7' - 54.A% (N=11),

--- Small group (Less than 7) - 27.3% (N=11),

--- Individual instruction - 30 %% (N=13),

--- Student pairs - 15.4% (N=13). (Figure F-2, Items 129-133)

whole group and large group instructior 'ere the most common.
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Evaluation Question D1-9. Was the program implemented as plarnned?

Information Need I2. D . the project meet its objectives?

Objectives were related to the effectiveness of the Title VII program in
improving the English language proficiency and academic skills of program LEP
students. One of the program components, tutor implementation was designed 1o
assist program LEP students in mzeting these goals. Questions concerning tutor
effectiveness were specific; other questions on the survey were more general,
dealing with the implementation of the program. A1l responses reflect teacher
opinion. This information may be helpful in understanding the results.

Teachers who had tutors for at least part of one school semester were surveyed.
They were generally positive about the use of tutors. On tke following item
responses N=9.

e Two-thirds of the responding teachers (66.6%, N=6) indicated that as
a result of working with Title VII tutors, students had greatly or
somewhat improved their English skills. However, 22.2% (N=2) of the
teachers said there was little improvement; 11.1% ‘N=1) indicated that
they saw none. (Figure F-1, Item 113)

9 Most of the teachers (88.8%, N=8) indicated that their students had
improved in academic skills as a result of working with tutors; 11%
(N=1) said that they saw little improvement. (Figure F-1, Item 119)

o Most of the teachers (77.7%, N=7) ) indicated ti .t their students'
attitudes toward learning had greatly or somewhat improved as a result
of working with tutors; 22.2% (N=2) said they saw little imprcvement.
(Figure F-1; Item, 120, N=9)

e Most of the responding teachers indicated that their tutors were almost
always or usually:

---knowledgeable (66.6%; N=6),)
---well prepared (66.6%; N=6),)
---reliable (77.7%; N=7),)

---positive in their interactions (88.9%; N=8). (Figure F-1, Items
114-117)

The remaining teachers indicated that these statements were sometimes true.
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Project endorsement teachers were also surveyed about more general program
objectives.

o Three-quarters of the teachers responding (N=9), indicated that Title
VII had been effective almost always or frequently in helping LEP
students acquire English language skills; 25% (N=3) said this was
sometimes true. (Figure F-2; Item 136, N=12)

e Over three-quarters of the teachers (77.7%, N=7) responded that the
program was almost always or frequently effective in promoting the
academic achievement of Hispanic LEP students. A1l other teachers
indicate? (22.2%, N=2)) that this was scmetimes true. (Figure F-2; Item
137, N=9

e Half of those responding indicated that Title VII almest always or
frequently facilitated better coordination among ESL and content area
teachers for assisting LEP student learning; 50% said that *his was
sometimes the case. (Figure F-2; Item 138, N=12)

e Over two-thirds of the teachers indicated (72.8%, N=8) that other
secondary campuses could almost always or frequently benefit from
having Title VII available for LEP students; 28.2% (N=3) said that this
would sometimes be true. (Figure F-2; Item 135, N=11)

The findings can be summarized by the following:
o Teachers who had tutors were generally very positive about their impact.
e Endorsement teachers were unsure about the effectiveness of the training
component. The majority said their ctudents had sometimes benefitted
because of their teacher training. Sightly more than one-fourth
indicated that training information was useful in the classroom.
® At least three-quc ters of the endorsement teachers indicated that LEP

students' academic and English language skills had been positively
impacted by Title VII Program objectives.
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LI3.TITLE VII TUTURS ARE HELPFUL TU MY STUDENTS.,

A<ALKAYS B.USUALLY
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES

TOTALS 13/ 20

JR HIGH 4

HIGH SCH 9

SECUNUARY 13

C.SOMETIMES
A B
5 4
38.54 30.84
2 l
50.0% 25.0%
3 3
33.3% 33.3%
5 4
38.54 30.8%

De.SELDUM

c

7.7

25.0

1
4

1
4

(=)
L]
(=]
N O

-y
[ )
-y
5 -

114.TITLE VII TUTURS ARE KNOWLEDGEABLE.

A.ALWAYS B.USUALLY
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES

TUTALS 9 /20

JR HIGH 2

HIGH SCH 7

SECUNDARY 9

Figure F-1,

PROGRAMS.

C.SUMEI IMES
A 8
3 3
33.33 53.3%
0 2

U.0% LU0.0%

3 1
42.9% 14,33
3 3
33.33% 33.32
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¢

E.NEVER
b E
0 3
ve0% 23.1%
0 0
0.0% 0.0%
0 3
0.0% 33.3%
0 3
0.0% 23.1%
E.NEVER
D E
0 0
U.0% 0.0%
0 0
U.0% 0.0%
0 0
0.0% V.0%
0 0
V.04 0.02

RESPONSES OF TEACHERS WITH TUTORS, 1987, ITEMS ON TITLE VII
(Page 1 of 4)
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L1 TITLE VIl IUTURS arE WELL PKEPARED,

AJALWAYS BJUSUALLY C.SOMETIMES

NUMBER UF
RESPONSES A 8
TO7ALS 3 [70 4 2
44043 22.2%
JR HIGH 2 1 1
50.0% 50.0%
HIGH SCH 7 3 ]
42.9% 14.3%
SECUNDARY 9 4 2

44.4% 22.23%

116.TITLE vII TUIORS ARE RELIABLE.
AJALWAYS B.USUALLY C.SUMETIMES

NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A B

TOTALS 9 [20 4 3
44.4% 33.3%

JR HIGH 2 2 0
10U.0% 0.04

HiuH SCH 7 2 3
28.67 42.9%

SECUNDARY 9 4 3

44.43 33.3%

Figure F-1. (Page 2 of 4)
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Ue SELDOM EJNEVER
C D E
3 0 0
33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
J 0
0.0% 0.C 0.0%
3 0 0
42.94 V.04 0.0%
3 0 0
33.3% 0.04% 0.02%
De SELUOM EJNEVER
c v E
2 0 0
222% 0.04 0.0%
0 0 0
DUz .04 Ve 0%
2 v 0
28.064 0.03 U.0%
2 0 0
22 2% 0.02% 0.0%
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L17.TITLE VIl TUTURS HAVE PUSITIVE ATTITUUES.

AcALnAYOL BJUSUALLY (oSOMETIMES UeSELUUM EJNEVER

NUMBER UF

RESPONSES A B . D
TUTALS 9 [20 5 3 1 0
55.64‘ 33.32 11.13 0.03
JR HIGH 2 1 1 n 0
50.03 50,08 0.0% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 7 4 2 1 0
57.1%3 28.6%3 14.3%  0.0%
SECUNUARY 9 5 2 1 v
55.64 33.34 1l.14 V.04

118.A5 A RESULT OF WORKING WITH TITLE VII TUTORS,

STUDENTS HAVE IMPRJUVED IHEIR ENGLISH SKILLS.

A.GREATLY B.SUME C.LITTLE D.NUNE
NUMBER OF
KESPONSES A B c D
TOTALS 9 /90 3 3 2 1
33.34 33.34 22.24 11.1%
JR HIGH 2 0 2 0 0
0.0% 100.06 0.0% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 7 3 1 2 1
42.92 14.3% 28.0% l4.3%
SECUNDARY 9 3 3 2 1
33434 333k 22.24 L11.1%
i
Figure F-1. (Page 3 of 4)
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L19.AS A RESULT OF WUKRKING WITH TITLE VII TUTURS, My
STUDENTS HAVE IMPRUVED IN ACAOEMICL SKILLS,
AGREATLY B.SUME Co.LITTLE D.NGNE

NUMBER UF

RESPONSES A B c D

TOTALS 9 /20 4 4 1 0
44,42 44.4% 11.1%3  0.0%

JR HIGH 2 1 1 0. 0
50.,U% 50.04 0.03% O.0%

HIGH SCH 7 3 3 1 0
42.9% 42,98 14.3% 0.0%

SECONDARY 9 4 4 1 0

44443 4444% Lloli 0.0%

120 A5 A RESULT QOF WORKING WITH TITLE VII TUTURS, My
STUDENTS HAVE iMPROVED ATTITUDES TUWARD LEARNING.
A<GREAILY B.SUME C.LITTLE DJ.NONE

NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A B C D

TOTALS 9 f20 3 4 2 0
33.34  4444%  22.2%  0.03

JR HIGH 2 0 2 0 0
0.0% 100.0%  0.04 0.04

HIGH SCH 7 3 2 2 0
42.9% 28.6% 28.6% 0.03

SECONDARY 9 3 4 2 0

33e3% 44444 22.24 V0.0%

Figure F-1. (Page 4 of 4)
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121.TiTLt

VI1 ENDURSEMENT ANU INSERVICE TRAINERS WCKE

KNUAWLEOGEABLE ANU Wkll PREPARED.
AALMUST AL WAYS CoeSUMETIMES E<ALMUST NEVER

B FREQUENTLY UeRARELY
NUMBER UF

RESPONSES A B c 0 E

TUTALS 10 /23 p; 2 6 0 0

20.U% 20.0% 60.0% 0.0¢4 0.0%

JR HIGH 1 0 0 1 0 0

Ue03% 0.0% 10V.0% 0.04 0.0%

HIGH SCH 9 2 2 5 0 0

22.2% 22425 55.0% 0.04  0.0%

SELUNDARY 10 2 2 6 0 0

cUe0% 206eU% 6U.0% 0.0% 0.0%

122.71TLE V11 ENDURSEMENT ANU INSERVICE TRAINING WAS
INTERESTING ANUD [NFUKMATIVE.
ALALMUST ALWAYS C«.SOMETIHES E.ALMUST NEVER

B.FREQUENTLY VeRARELY
NUMSER OF
RESFCUNSES A B8 C D E
10 /23 1 4 4 1 0

TOTALS

JR H1GH

HIGH SCH

SECUNULARY

Figure F-2.

10eU4 40.0% 4040% 1000 V.04
0.0% 0.04 100.0% Jel4 0.0%
1lel% 44.43 33.32 11.1% 0.0%

10 1 4 4 1 0
lU.0UZ 40.08 40.03 10.0% O« Q%

<ESPONSES OF ENDORSEMENT TEACHERS, 1986 ITEMS ON TITLE VII
PROGRAM. (Page 1 of 9)
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123.THE CuivieoTIUN BLTWEEN THEURY AND APPLICATIUN FOUR
TITLE VII TRAINING WAS CLEARLY STATED.
AJALMUST ALWAYS CeSUMET IMES

BJFREGUENTLY D.RARELY
NUMBER QOF

RESPONSES A

TOTALS 10 1
%2 o0k

JR HIGH i 0]
OeU%

HIGH SCH 9 1
11.1%

SECONDARY 10 1
l10.U4%

124.TITLE VII ENUDURSEMENT AND
PRESENIED NEW SKILLS.

B

2
20.04
V.03

2
22.2%

2
2004

E.ALMUST NEVER

C

6
60.0%

1
100.03
5
55.06%

[+
6U.04

L

1
10.0%
U.0%

1
11.1%

1
10.0%

INSERVICL TRAINING

ALALMUST ALWAYS CoSuMETIMES

B FREWUENILY D<RARELY
NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A

TOTALS 1o’ - 1

! 10.0%

JR HIGH 1 1

10V.0%

HIGHi SCH 9 0

0.0%

SECUNDARY 10 1

10.0%

Figure F 2. (Page 2 of 9)

2
20.04

Ue04

22.2%

20.0%
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125.T1TLL Vil ENDURSEMENT AND INSERVICE TRAINING
RELNFURLED ULD SKILLS.
AJALMUST ALWAYS C«SUMETIMES E«ALMUST NEVER

BeFREQUENTLY Ue.RARELY
NUMBER OF

RESPUNSES A 8 c D E
TUTALS 1%}2 3 2 5 0 0
s 3u.0%4 20.0% 50.0% 0.0% V0%
JR HIGH L 1 0 0 J 0
100.0% U.04 0.0&6 0.04 0,08
HIGH SCH 9 2 2 5 0 U
22.23 22.24 55.6% 0,04 0,03
SECUNUARY 10 3 2 5 v 0
30.04 20.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0%

120.1 COULv APPLY IHE INFURMATIUN PRGVIVED BY TITLE VII
INSERVICE IN THE CLASSRUOM.
A.ALMOST ALWAYS C+SUMETIMES E<ALMOST NEVER

Bo FREQUENTLY U.RARELY
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E
TOIALS Ly 2 1 8 0 0
18,23  9el4 T2.74 0.06 0.0

JR HIGH 2 1 1 0 0 0
50.U% 50.U% 0.03 0.04% 0.0%

HIGH SCH 9 1 0 8 0 0
l1.12 V.U% 88.9% O.U% 0.0%

SECUNDAR Y i1 2 L 8 0 0
18.2% S.l4 72.7% V.04 0.03

Figure F-2. (Page 3 of 9)
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127 .THE TEULHIIQUES OF TITLE Vil INSERVICE WORKEU WIIH
GOUL RESULTS.

ALALMUST ALWAYS

B. FREWUENTL Y D.RARELY
NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A

TUTALS il/ga G
/23

JR HIGH 2 0
0.0%

HIGH SCH 9 0
0.03

SECUNUARY 11 0
0.0%

C.5UMET IMCS

B

2
1L8.2%

1
50.0¢

L
l11.1%

2
l8.24

E<ALMUST NEVER

9
8leBaw

l
50.04

8
88.94%

9
8le.84

128 .THE STUDENTS BENEFITTED BECAUSE I HAD RECEIVED

TITLE V11 TRAINING.
A.ALMUST ALWAYS CeSOMETIMES
B« FREQUENTLY D.RARELY
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B
TUTALS 11/13 0 2
0.07 18.2%
JR HIGH 2 0 1
G.04 5UeU%
HIGH SCH 9 0 1
0.0 1li.ls
SECUNDARY 11 0 2
0.08 18.2%
Figure F-2. (Page 4 of 9)
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63.06%

1
50.03%

6
0614

7
03.0%
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'
129.HUW OFTEN 00 YOQU USE WHOLE CLASS INSTRUCTION WHEN
4 INSTRULTING LEP STUDENTS?
A.ALMUST ALWAYS C.SOMETIMES  E.ALMOST NEVER
BoFREQUENTLY D<RARELY
e NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B c D £
g TOTALS 11 3 4 3 1 0
27.3% 36.4% 27.3% 9.1% C.0%Z
¢ JR HIGH 2 0 1 1 0 0
0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% (.0%
® HIGH SCH 9 3 3 2 1 0
33.3% 33.3% 22.2% 1ll.l12 0.0%
¢ SECONDARY 11 3 4 3 1 G
27.3% 36443 27.3% 9.1% 0.0%
¢
130.HOW UFTEN DO YQU USE LARGE GROUPS (8 UR MORE) WHEN
INSTRUCTING LEP STUCENTS?
4 AJALMOST ALWAYS C.SOMETIMES E.ALMOST NEVER
B.FREQUENTLY D.RARELY
NUMBER OF
4 RESPONSES A B C 0 E
TOTALS 11 2 4 3 1 1
L 4 18.2% 36.4% 27.3% 9.1%2  9.1%
JR HIGH 2 0 2 0 0 0
4 0.02 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% C.0%
HIGH SCH 9 2 2 3 i 1
¢ 22.2% 22.2% 33.3%2 1l.1% 1l1.1%
SECUNDARY 11 2 4 3 1 1
4 18.2% 36043 27.3% 9.12 9.1%
[
Figure F-2. (Page 5 of 9)
¢
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131 .HOW OFTEN DU YOU USE SMALL GROUPS (7 OR LESS) WHEN

INSTRUCTING LEP STUDENTS?

AJALMUST ALHKAYS C.SOMETI

B.FREQUENTLY D<.RARELY
NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A

TOTALS 11 0

0.0%

JR HIGH 2 0

0.0%

HIGH SC'{ 9 0

0.03

SECONDARY il 0

0.0%

MES

8

3
27.3%

1
50.03

2
22.23

3
27.32

132.HUW UFTEN DO YOU USE PAIRS WHEN

E<ALMOST
c

6
54.5%

1
50.0%

5
55.62%

6
54.53

INSTRUCTING LEP

STUDENTS?
A-ALMUST ALWAYS CoSOMETIMES  E.ALMOST

B.FREQUENTLY D.RARELY

NUMBER IF
RESPONSES A 8 c
TOTALS 13 1 1 7
7.7%  7.7% 53.8%
JR HIGH 3 0 0 3
0.0%  0.0% 100.0%
H'GH SCH 10 1 1 4
10,02 10.0%2 40.0%
SECGNDARY 13 1 1 7
7.7%  7.7% 53.8%
Figure F-2. (Page 6 of 9)
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0

2
18.23

0
0.0%
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22.2%
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13 .HUW UFTEN DU YJUU USE INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTIGN wWiTH
LEP SIUDENTS?
A.ALMUST ALWAYS C.SUMETIMES E<ALMUST NEVER

B FREQUENTLY D.RARELY
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES A 8 c D E
TOTALS 13 4 T 0 2

0
0.0 30.82 53.8% 0.0%3 15.4%

JR HIGH 3 0 1 2 0 0
V.02 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0%

HIGK SCH 10 0 3 5 0 2
0.0% 30.0Z 50.0¢ .04 20.0%

SECONDARY 13 0 4 f 0 2
0.0% 30.84 53.8% V.03 15.43

134.THE TITLE VII PROGRAM WAS IMPLEMENTED AS PLANNED
AT MYy CAMPUS.
A<ALMOST ALWAYS C.SUMETIMES E.ALMUST NEVER

B FREQUENTLY D.RARELY
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES A 8 c D E
TOTALS 12 2 2 T 1 0

16.7% 16.7% 58.32 Be3% 0.0%

JR HIGH 3 1 1 1 0 0
33.3% 33.34 33,34 0.0% 0.0%

HIGH SCH 9 1 1 6 l 0
Ilel% 1lel%3 66473 1l1.1% 0.02%

SECUNDARY 12 2 2 T 1 0
1673 1641% 58.3% 8.3% 0.0%

Figure F-2. (Page 7 of 9)
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135.UTHER STCUNDARY CAMPUSES COULD BERCFIT FRUM HAVING

‘ TITLE VIl SERVILES AVAILABLE FUR L.P STUUENTS.
ALALMUST ALWAYS (o« SUMET IMES E-ALMOST NEVER
Be.FREWUENTLY DeKARELY

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B c D
‘ TOTALS 11 /2.3 4 4 3 0

36.4% 36.4% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0%

JR HIGH 2 1l 1 0

0
50,08 50.0% Ce.0% V.0% 0.0%

HILGH SCH 9 3 3 3 v
33¢3% 33¢38 3330 0.02

SECUNDARY 1l 4 4 3 0

36.4% 36.4% ¢T.3% 0.0% 0.0%

136, 11TLE VII HAS BEEN EFFECTIVE IN HELPING HISPANIC
LEP STUULENTS ACQUIRE ERGLISH LANGUAGE SKILLS.
AJALMIST ALWAYS C.SUMET [HES E<ALMUST NEVER

BeFREGUENTLY DeRARELY
NUMBER UF
RESPUNSES A B o D
TUTALS 14/4)3 2 7 3 0
16.7% 58¢34 25.U% V.04 0.04%

JR HIGH 3 ; 3 0 0

Vo4 100.0% Ve.0Z% 0.0% 0.0%

HIGH SCH Y 2 4 3 0

22e2% Ghehs 33038 OeUs 0.0%

SECUNDARY 12 2 7 3 0

16.7% 58.33 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Figure F-2. (Page 8 of )
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I37.V1TLE VIL IS EFFECTUIVE IN PRCHMUT LING THE ACADEMIC
ACHLEVEMENT JUF HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS.
ALALMUST AL wWAYS C«.SUMETIHES EALMUST NEVER

Be FREQUENTLY UeRARELY
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES A B C 0 E
TGTALS 9 ;LS 3 4 2 0 0
3354 44.4% 22.2% Ve0% Vo0
JR HIGH 1 0 1 0 0 0

UeU4 100402 (e Os Ve 04 0.03

HIGH SCH 8 3 3 2 0 0
37.5% 37.5%4 25.04 0.0% 0.0%

SECUNDARY 9 3 4 2 0 0
33.34 4444 22.23% V.0% 0.04%

138.7ITLE VIT HAS FACILITATED UBETTER CUURDINATIUN
AMUNG £S5L AND CONTENT AREA TEACHERS FUR ASSISTING
LEP STUUENT LEARNING.
AJALMUST ALWAY)S C.SUMETIMES E.ALMUST NEVER

BeFKEWULNTLY Ue RARELY
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES A 8 C D E
TOTALS l&/éL? 4 2 6 0 0
33433 167X HUGU4 Ue 0% Ve
JR HIGH 2 U 0 2 0 0
Ue0% Ve 04 1UOGUZR 0.08 0.04%

HIGH SCH 10 4 2 4 0 0
40.0% 20.04 4U0.0% OeVs VeUZ%

SECUNDARY 12 “ 2 6 0
33.3%3 16.7%8 50.0% VeU4d

Figure F-2., (Page 9 of 9)
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Figure F-3.

RESPONSES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS ON TEACHER SURVEY
(23 possible respondents)

Do you find you are using new techniques to instruct LEP
students because of Title VII trawniny? Yes 5~ No_j If so,
Please name.

Respondent #1 - No.

Respondent #2 - Yes.
-- Lecture in small chunks of material

-- From time to time, pair LEP students with nonLEP students
-- Make vocabulary list every so often

Respondent #3 - Yes.
-- More reading

Respondent #4 - Yes.
-- Small group activity demonstrated in class

Respondent #5 - Yes.

-- Using slow, clear wording to give instruction
-- Location of teacher in relation to LEP student
-- Many more

Respondent #6 - Yes.
-- One-to-one instruction
-- The magic circle
-- Peer group instruction
Respondent #7 - No.

Are you using previously employed techniques now more than
before? Yes 5 No_ [/ If so, please name.

Respondent #1 - Yes.
-- Foreign language methodology

Respondent #2 - No.
Respondent #3 - Yes.
Respondent #4 - Yes.

Respondent #5 - Yes.
-- Group answer or repetition first,
then individual use of concrete ObJeCtS,

especially *o introduce a new concept
(Page 1 of 3)
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0 Respondent #6 - Yes.
-- More clearly define objectives
-- More practice

0 Respondent #7 - Yes.
-- Translation from English to Spanish
-- More repetition of instructions

3. I have sufficient quantities of instructional materials in English
and Spanish which address a range of readability levels. Yes /
No {» Comments:

0 Respondent #1 - No.
0 Respondent #2 - Yes.

0 Respondent #3 - No.
-- I do not have enough!

0 Respondent #4 - No.
0 Respondent #5 - Ho.

0 Respondent #6 - No.

-- 1 teach vocational Education
(CVAE Food Service) so I adapt
most of my material to suit my
needs.

0 Respondent #7 - No.

-- Most materials I have are for CLA classes
and for ESL. No materials in Spanish are
available for me. I do have a wonderful
working relationship with foreign language
colleagues.

4, Describe any particular methods or rules you use to encourage your
LEP students to use more English:

0 Respondent #1
-- Have them define words in Englisn
rather than translate them into
their native language
-- Use “nly English in the classroom
-- Give them plenty of opportunity
to speak

0 Respondent #2

-- One-to-one_instruction
Magic circle
Peer group instruction

Figure F-3. (Page 2 of 3)
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Figure

Respo.dent #3

-- Encourage LEP student to communicate
with fellov friend in English

-- Ask questions/give responses in English

-- Encourage student to try to read
newspaper and other English materials

Respondent #4
-- No comment.

Respondent #5

-- Vocabulary pronunciation

-- Questions are to be ashed in English
if possible

-- Instructions are give in English, too

-~ Read to understand and learn new words

Respondent #6

-- Have other students be a model for
the LEP students

-~ Give instruction in English only

Respondent #7
-- No comment,

F-3. (Page 3 of 3)
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Attachment F-1

Office of Research and Evaluation Staff Surveys

The Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) regularly conducts fall and
_spring surveys of District teachers and administrators. In 1985-86 the
fall surveys included a random 50% sample of teachers (excludin Chapter
1, Chapter 1 Migrant, and State Compensatory Education teachers) and all
campus administrators. Forty four jtems were assigned to 1781 teachers
and 43 items to 153 administrators on the fall surveys, For the spring
surveys, all teachers not sampled in the fall were included, along with
a few teachers, who had been surveyed in the fall who were involved in
programs being evaluated. A1l campus administrators were surveyed in
the spring as well as the fall, In May 148 items were assigned to 1894
teaciers, and 29 items to 155 campus administrators.

Survey items were solicited from central administrators, program staff,
and ORE staff in fall 1985, The fall surveys included primarily items
on general topics, and the spring surveys included items needed for pro-
gram evaluations,

Survey forms were computer printed on scannable forms, with each staff
member assigned appropriate items on a unique form. A complete outline
of the techniques used appears in ORE publication #83.31, Appendices M
and N. Each survey form was printed with a sequence number which
allowed for matching surveys with mailing labels for sending the surveys
through school mail. The sequence number also allowed the computer
scanning and identification of items.

Surveys were scanned ten days after the first mailing, and a second form
printed "REMINDER" was sent to each person who had not already returned
a form. Ten days after reminders were sent, the remaining surveys were
scanned, responses analyzed, and printouts of results produced. The
item response rates ranged from 65% to 98%. Printouts of items were
sent -directly to staff members who requested the information on January
10 for the fall surveys and May 30 for the spring surveys.

APPENDIX F .
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Attachment F«2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management Information

April 28, 1986

To: Teachers and Campus Administrators
From: Elaine Jackson

Subject: Apologies

Attached is the your regular spring survey from the Office of Research
and Evaluation (ORE). We know it is too late in the school year to
send surveys out to campus personnel. Unfortunately, on top of all the
other assorted problems our District has been plagued with this year,
the survey printing had to be zompletely reprogrammed this spring, and
so it is late. We have eliminated all "general" questions from the
survey, and kept only those items about programs you are involved with
this year. For some of the small programs, this is the only source of
data for the evaluator who will be writing up the program report, so

we could not eliminate the survey.

Because the survey is still important, it would help everyone if you
would just sit down and complete it now, and save yourself from getting
a reminder and wondering what you did with the first one. We do know
this is too much to ask of you, but we must. Please feel free to write
any comments you would like on the bottom or back of this sheet, and
return it with your survey. AlL175f your responses and comments are
confidential (the number on the survey is to indicate your grade level,

location, and program). We do appreciate your help!

Approved: 2%& @,%#

Director
Department of Management Information

APPENDIX F  1¢
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Title VII Program
TUTOR RECORDS
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TUTOR RECORDS
Purpose
University of Texas students who assisted LEP students on an individual basis
in the content areas maintained tutor records which provided information
concerning:

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII program be continued as it
1s, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-5. How do the English proficiency and achievement
gains of students receiving tutoring compare to students who were not
tutored? (Johnston experimental versus control group) (Murchison
experimental versus control group)

Information Need I2. Did the project meet its objectives?

Information Need I3. In which content areas did project
participants receive tutoring se.vices?

Procedure

Students Served. Hispanic LEP students at Murchison Junior High and Johnston
Hign School were assisted by Unive sity tutors during the fall school semester
of 1985. During the spring semester of 1986, a third school, Anderson High,
was added to those schools offering tutorial services te project LEP students.

How Tutoring Was Carried Qut. English speaking tutors were able to work with
Hispanic LEP studen’s by adapting and simplifying materials, e.g., with
illustrations, r-° -taking, clarification of vocabulary, utilization of
Spanish/English .ionaries, and identification of main concepts.

Data Collection. Two sessions of University of Texas stuuents, enrolled in
multicultural edr'cation courses, assisted project LEP students as tutors.
Record forms which they maintained first semester provided the data about
those students served between the first week of October and December 1985.
However, not all record forms were received from tutors by January 28, 1986.
Therefore, during the second semester both the tutors and their receiving
teacher jointly shared the record-keeping responsibilities.

20
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Results

Information Need 13.
tutoring services?

In which content areas did project participants receive

Hand tallying done by the evaluation associate determined that during school
year 1985-86, 76 project LEP students were tutored by 48 tutors in eighteen
subjects.

e Mathematics o Reading o American History
e English o Art ¢ World History
o Computers o Government o Geography
e Science e Biology o Geography
e ESL o World Geography v Texas History
e Social Studies ¢ Algebra e Earth Science
Some of these students received tutoring in more than one area. In order to

obtain this count, the evaluation associate created a SAS program
{SA-BY0010205) using input from the tutor data file (SA-BY0010105) and a SAS
PROC FREQ was run. Thus, in a duplicated count, 122 students were tutored in
subjects in the content areas of reading, language, mathematics, social
studies, and science. (See Figure 1 below.)

SUBJECT GROUP FREQUENCY PERCENT
Nontutored 153 90.533

Reading Tutored 16 9.467
Nontutored 118 9Y.82¢

Language Tutored 51 30.178
Nontutored 149 88.160

Mathematics|{ Tutored 20 11.834
Social Nontutored 1] 89.34Y
Studies Tutored 18 10.651
Nontutored 19Z 89,941

Science Tutored 17 10.059

Figure 1. BREAKDOWN OF 122 STUDENTS TUTORET
(DUPLICATED COUNT) BY CONTENT ARE.. .
Frequency and percent of those tutored
is compared to that of the nontutored.
Total number of | ™™ students available
to be tutored was 169.

As can be seen in Figure 1, project LEP students received the most assistance
in language; 30 percent were tutored. Approximately 10 percent of the LEP
students were tutored in each of the other subjects-- reading, mathemdatics,
social studies, and science. Also, some of the project students received help
in more than one subject.
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Evaluation Question D1-S. How do the English profic ancy aid achievement gains
of students receiving tutoring compare to students wno were not tutored?
(Johnston experimental versus control group; Murchison experimental “ersus
control group).

In order to answer this question, the test scores of LEP A and B students on
the LAB and ITBS/TAP were examined. On the LAB, which measures English
language skills, both tutored and nontutored students showed significant gains
(p § .0001). However, tutored students did not gain significantly more than
nontutored students; the overall jains of the tutored students exceeded those
of the nontutored by slightly more than one point. This difference was not
statistically significant. (See Appendix A, Language Assessment Battery, for
more detailed information.)

On the ITBS/TAP, i @ tutored sample size wxs smali, because the number of
enrolled project s udents with sufficient kEnglish proficiency to take the test
for both spring, 1985 and spring, 1986 was limited. Thus, the number of
tutored LEP students with test scores was less than 10 except in language.
Therefore, significance testing was not run. In language, the tutored

st «dents' made average gains of .96 grade equivalents (GE) in a year, while
nontutored students averaged gains of 1.60 GE years. (See Apjendix B, Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills/Tests of Achievement Proficiency, for more detailed
information.)

Decision Question D1. Should the Title VII program be continued as it is,
modiTied, or discontinued?

Information Need I2. Did the project meet its objectives?

Aithough the Title VII Program looked at the comparative English proficiency
and achievement gains of tutored vs. nontutored project students on the LAB
and ITBS/TAP, no cbjective criterion was measured during the progrem's firsi
year of implementation.

In terms of modifying the tutor program, some changes in the tutor compcnent
might enhance effectiveness. The program might consider setting requirements
of a minimum number of minutes per project student. Some project LEP A and B
students were omitted from the data analysis because they had received less
than fifteen minutes of tutoring over the year. For tnese students the time
spent was probably too short to be effective. The program may also want to
screngihen the training provided to tutors in ESL instructional strategies,
since most do not know Spanish. Finally, some noiproject students were also

served by the tutors. Project students might receive more service if this did
net occur.
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